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EXHIBIT A

July 14, 1983
HAND DELIVERED

Joseph A. Califano, Jr., Esq.

Special Counsel

U.S. House of Representatives

Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct

Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Califano:

I am writing as attorney for Congressman Gerry E. Studds
to inform you that Congressman Studds does not contest the
fact of a sexual relationship with a page in 1973 and
sexual advances to two other pages in 1973. He waives

his right to a statement of alleged violation in connection
with these facts and also waives his right to a public
hearing before the Committee and agrees that the Committee
may act on the basis of the report of its special counsel,
the personal statement of Representative Studds, and the

statements of his counsel and our letters in his behalf
to the Committee.

This letter further records the fact that I have not
read the report of special counsel but have relied upon
statements made by you to me concerning its contents in
our conversations of today.

\Y Truly Yours

M 1§ M. Goldings, Esgq.
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ADDENTIPUM T0
House Rrrorr? No. 98-297

With respect to the matter of kepresentative Studds, the
Special Counsel's Final Report to the House Committee on Stan-
dards of Official Conduct on the Investigation into Allegations
of Improper or Illegal Sexual Conduct ("report") at Section VII
C 2 recommended a statement of alleged violation. As reflected
at pp. 73-78 of the report, the Special Counsel made this recom-
mendation at a time when Representative Studds stated that he
did not wish to waive his right to a statement of alleged vio-
lation and a public hearing.

Subsequent to the filing of the report with the Committee,
but prior to the Committee's taking action, Representative Studds
agreed to the special procedure cescribed at pp. 56 and 57 of the
report in reference to Representative Crsne. Once Representative
Studds (through his attormey's letter attached as Exhibit A)
agreed to this procedure and stated tha: *e¢ "does not contest the
fact of a sexual relationship with a page in 1973 and sexual
advances to two other pages in 1973", the Special Counsel recom-
sended (1) that the Committee adopt the procedure and (2) that
the Committee recommend that the House reprimand Representative

Studds. The Committee acted on these recommendations.

28-290 O - 83 - 13
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98TH Com_mus } HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES Rxropy
1st Session ' { No. 98-297
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INVESTIGATION PURSUANT TO HOUSE RESOLUTION 12 CONCERNING
ALLEGED IMPROPER OR ILLEGAL SEXUAL CONDUCT BY MEMBERS,
OFFICERS, OR EMPLOYEES OF THRE HOUSE

JULY 14, 1988.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed

Mr. Stoxes, from the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,
submitted the following

REPORT

On July 13, 1982, the House agreed to House Resolution 518, 97th
Co That resolution authorized and directed this Committee to
conduct & full and complete inquiry and investigation of—

(1) alleged improper or illegal sexual conduct by Members, of-
ficers, or employees of the House;

(2) illicit use or distribution of drugs by Members, officers, or
employees of the House; and

3) the offering of preferential treatment by Members, officers,

or employees of the House to employees of the House, including
congressional pages, in exchange for any item referred to in
subclause (1) or (2).

On July 27, 1982, this Committee retained Joseph A. Califano, Jr.
as Special Counsel to conduct the investigation. The Committee’s Spe-
cial Counsel thereafter assembled a staff and has carried out an ex-

tensive investigation.
The Special Counsel has today filed his final report with this Com-
mittee on his investigation into all improper or illegal sexual con-

duct involving congressional pages by Members. offcers, or employees
of the House. The Committee has approved his report, and it is at-
tached as an Appendix to this Report.

I. FInpIiNgs BY SprciAL CoUNSEL

With the full support and encouragement of this Committee, the
Special Counsel carried out an exhaustive investigation into all al-
legations received by the Committee of sexual misconduct by Mem-
bers, officers, or employees of the House involving The Special
Counsel has reported to this Committee that he has found no ewi-
dence .whatsoever of widespread improper or illicit sexual conduct
by Members, officers, or employees of the House involving congres-

: (1)
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sional pages. The Special Counsel has reported that the evidence he
has developed in the course of his investigation showed time and again
that allegations and rumors of misconduct were the product of 1p
or even out-and-out fabrication. The Special Counsel repoﬂego:lzt
several central findings dominated his investigation :

First, he received no credible evidence of sexual misconduct involv-
ing congressional pages by Members, officers, or employees of the
House during the period July, 1981 to June, 1982. This was the time
period involved in the original highly publicized charges of sexual
misconduct that prompted the House to direct this ittee to
carry out an investigation.

Second, as detailed in the Special Counsel’s interim report of last
December, the evidence he obtained showed that there was “no merit
whatsoever in any of the original allegations of sexual misconduct
made by the two former pages” Leroy Williams and Jeffrey Opp,
whose sensational charges received suc publicity a year ago.

Third, during the course of his investigation, the Special Counsel
obtained evidence of three cases of improper sexual conduct involving
pages that occurred earlier than the 1981-1982 time period which was
the focus of the original allegations and of the investigation conducted
by the Committee and by the Special Counsel. Two of these cases in-
volve conduct that occurred in 1980. One case involves conduct that
occurred in 1973,

Fourth, with the exception of the three cases, his investigation un-
covered no evidence at all to support any of the allegations of improper
sexual conduct involving congressional pages or preferential treat-
ment received by the Committee and investigated by the Special Coun-
sel. To the contrary, the Special Counsel reported that, in all but the
three cases, the evidence he developed showed conclusively that these
agegations were not true or that there was no credible basis for the
allegations.

e Special Counsel has reported to the Committee that he obtained
evidence in three cases of improper or illegal sexual conduct involving
ages by two Members of the House and one employee of the House.

e incidents in question occurred between three and ten years ago.
Specifically, the Special Counsel reported that he had obtained evi-
dence that :

Representative Daniel B. Crane engaged in a sexual relationship

with a 17-year-old female page in 1980.
. Representative Gerry E. Studds engaged in a sexual relationship
in 1973 with a 17-year-old male page (who may have been 16 when the
relationship began) ; and made sexual advances in 1973 to two other
male pages, one who was 16 or 17 years old at the time, the other 17
years old.

James Howarth, Majority Chief Page in the House Doorkeeper’s
Office, with supervisory responsibilities over pages, engaged in a sexual
relationship with a 17-year-old female page in 1980 who was at the
time under his direct supervision, and gave her preferential treatment.
The Special Counsel also reported to the Committee that there is evi-
dence that Mr. Howarth purchased cocaine in the House Democratic

Cloakroom in 1980.
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II. RECOMMENDATIONS BY THE SPECIAL COUNSEL AND
ActioN BY THE COMMITTEE

A. REPRESENTATIVE CRANE

In this case, Representative Crane has admitted the essential facts
found by the Special Counsel, waived his right to a statement of
alleged violation and to a public hearing before the Committee and
agreed that the Committee could act immediately on the basis of the
Special Counsel’s report and statements submitted to the Committee
by Representative Crane’s attorney. For the reasons set out in his
report, the Special Counsel recommended to the Committee (a) that
the Committee find that Representative Crane’s consensual sexual
relationship in 1980 with a female page employed by the House of
Representatives constituted a violation of clause 1 of the Code of
Official Conduct of the House of Representatives and (b) that the
Committee recommend that the House reprimand Representative
Crane. The Committee has voted to follow the recommendation of
the Special Counsel. The Committee’s action in this matter is set out
in a separate report, In the Matter of Representative Daniel B. Crane,
Rpt. No. 98-296.

B. REPRESENTATIVE STUDDS

In this case, Representative Studds has admitted the essential facts
found by the Special Counsel, waived his right to a statement of
alleged violations and to a public hearing before the Committee and
agreed that the Committee could act immediately on the basis of the
Special Counsel’s report and statements submitted to the Committee
by Representative Studds and his attorneys. For the reasons set out
in his report, the Special Counsel recommended to the Committee (a)
that the Committee find that Representative Studds’ consensual
sexual relationship in 1973 with a male page, and his sexual advances
to two other male pages in 1973, all of whom were employed by the
House of Representatives, constituted violations of clause 1 of the
Code of Official Conduct of the House of Representatives, and (b)
that the Committee recommend that the House reprimand Represen-
tative Studds. The Committee has voted to follow the recommends-
tion of the Special Counsel. The Committee’s action in this matter
is set out in a separate report, In the Matter of Representative Gerry
E. Studds, Rpt. No. 98-295.

C. EMPLOYEE HOWARTH

With respect to employee Howarth, the Special Counsel recom-
mended that the Committee initiate discip]imuY proceedi 1nst
him and vote to transmit to him a statement of alleged violation. Based
on the Special Counsel’s recommendation, the Committee voted to
transmit the statement of alllehged violation. The Committee will now
conduct the proceedings specified in the Committee’s rules, and it will
report to the House on this case at the conclusion of those proceedings.
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StaTEMENT UNDER CraUsE 2(b) or Rure X

The Committee’s oversight findings and recommendations are as
stated above.

No budget statement is submitted.
~ This report was adopted by a show at hands, 11 yeas, 1 nay, on July
14, 1983.
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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

A. BACKGROUND OF THE INVESTIGATION

On July 13, 1982, the House of Representatives, by a 407 to 1 vote,
passed House Resolution 518, which authorized and directed the Com.
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct to “conduct a full and com.
plete inquiry and investigation” into allegations of:

(1) improper or illegal sexual conduct by Members, officers,
or employees of the House;
(2) illicit use or distribution of drugs by Members, officers, or
employees of the House ; and
3) the offering of preferential treatment by Members, officers,
or employees of the House in exchange for sexual favors or drugs,
H. Res. 518, 97th Cong., 2d Sess. (1982).

On July 27, 1982, the Committee retained Joseph A. Califano, Jr., as
independent Special Counsel to conduct the investigation. At the time
of Mr. Califano’s appointment as Special Counsel, Committee Chair-
man Louis Stokes stated that “his charge is clear and straightfor-
ward—to conduct the investigation that 1n his judgment is required
and to advise the Committee of his findings and recommendations.

The Speaker, the Majority Leader, and the Minority Leader of the
House joined Chairman Stokes and the Committee’s Ranking Minor-
ity Member, Floyd Spence, in assuring the Special Counsel that he
would have the independence and resources to conduct a full and
impartial investigation—*“whatever investigation is necessary to as-
certain the truth about the allegations that have been made.” On Janu-
ary 3, 1983, the House agreed to House Resolution 12, 98th Cong..
1st Sess., which authorized and directed the Committee to continue
and complete the investigation begun pursuant to H. Res. 518.

This is the final report of the Special Counsel concerning allega-
tions of improper or illegal sexual conduct. This report, together with
the Special Counsel’s Interim Report of December 14, 1982 (attached
as Appendix A), details the oomlilete results of the investigation into
allegations of sexual misconduct. It responds to the Chairman’s charge
that the Special Counsel report to the Committee on his findings and
recommendations. This report sets out (1) the investigative work
completed with respect to allegations involving sexual misconduct. (2)
the findings and conclusions of the Special Counsel regarding this
work, and (3) the recommendations of the Special Counsel on actions
the Committee should take. .

The Special Counsel recommends that the Committee make this
report public.

Pursuant to H. Res. 518 and H. Res. 12, the Special Counsel has
sought to determine whether there is any responsible evidence of im-
proper or illegal sexual conduct by Members, officers, or employees

(7)
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of the House of Representatives involving congressional pages. The
focus of the investigation has been on the period from July. 1981,
through June, 1982, To assure completeness, however, the Special
Counsel sought to contact every page employed by the House of Rep-
resentatives over the three year period from September, 1979 to Au-
gust, 1982. The Special Counsel also investigated allegations of illegal
or improper sexual conduct involving pages occurring before tﬁlils
time period which were brought to his attention.

The investigation carried out by the Special Counsel and this Com-
mittee sought out hundreds of past and present congressional pages,
dozens of individuals who supervised and taught those pages, hun-
dreds of congressional staff members, and many other individuals with
knowledge of the page system. In all, the Special Counsel’s office has
conducted some 700 interviews, taken more than 125 depositions cover-
ing more than 6,000 transcript pages, tried to contact every House page
who served since September, 1979 and dozens who served earlier,
travelled almost 100,000 miles to more than 50 cities, and devoted more
than 50,000 hours of staff time to the investigation.

For the overwhelming majority of pages, their work in the House
of Representatives ranks as one of the most important and rewarding
experiences of their lives. The Special Counsel can report to this Com-
mittee, to the House, and to the Nation that he has found no evidence
of widespread improper or illegal sexual conduct by Members, officers,
or employees of the House involving congressional pages. The evi-
dence developed in the course of this investigation has shown time and
again that allegations and rumors of misconduct were the product of
teenage exaggeration, gossip or even out-and-out fabrication that was
often repeated mercilessly in & political capital that thrives on rumor.

In truth, the House as an institution can be rightfully proud of the
experience it has provided to thousands of American youngsters who
have served as pages over the years.

B. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Three central findings dominate the exhaustive investigation car-
ried out by the Special Counsel.

First, the Special Counsel received no credible evidence of sexual
misconduct by Members, officers or employees of the House of Rep-
resentatives involving congressional pags during the 1981-82 time
period involved in the original charges that prompted this investiga-
tion.

Second, as detailed in the Special Counsel’s Interim Report of last
December, the evidence obtained showed there was no merit whatso-
ever in any of the original allegations of sexual misconduct made by
the two former pages, Leroy Williams and Jeffrey Opp, whose sen-
sational charges received such intense publicity a year ago.

With the exception of three cases, the investigation uncovered no
evidence to support the dozens of allegations that the Committee
received concerning improper sexual conduct involving congressional
pages or of preferential treatment of congressional pages in qxchanﬁe
for sexual favors. To the contrary, with the three exceptions, the
evidence showed conclusively that these allegations were not true,
or there was no credible basis for them.
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The improper sexual conduct which the Special Counsel has up.
covered took place between three and ten years ago. Two current
Members of the House and one current employee were involved in
separate incidents. The evidence obtained indicates that these were
isolated instances, not typical of Members of the House of Represent-
atives, or its employees. During the ten year period in which these
incidents occurred, or are alleged to have occurred, more than 850
men and women have served as Members of the House; more than
60,000 employees have worked in the House.

At a time when confidence in many of our government institutions
is low, each of us has a particular responsibility to be precise and
accurate when discussing allegations of misconduct by public officials,
When improper behavior occurs, it should not be understated or ex-
cused. It must be rooted out vigorously, promptly and publicly. But
discovery of improprieties by a few, should not be allowed unjustly
to sully the reputations of their colleagues, who labor long and hard
for the public.interest.

Speaking as the Special Counsel who carried out the investigation,
I believe it is clear that the House of Representatives as an institution
has been vindicated by this investigation. The investigation developed
no evidence of any widespread sexual misconduct involving pages,
and no evidence of sexual relationships by Members with pages in-
volving preferential treatment.

The House of Representatives has discharged fully and completely
its constitutional duty to police itself. This investigation has been
searching and exhaustive. There have been no holds barred. The nec-
essary resources have been provided. The bipartisan House leadership
and Committee members have supported without qualification a
thorough and independent investigation of these matters. Rarely has
an institution in our democracy subjected itself to such a penetrating
ordeal. The evidence of three cases involving sexual misconduct
should be seen in that perspective. .

The evidence of improper or illegal sexual conduct involving pages
indicates that this conduct took place between three and ten years
ago. In the instance involving sexual relationships, the pages involved
have testified that the relationships were consensual. The Special
Counsel has obtained evidence that: . o

Congressman Daniel B. Crane engaged in a sexual relationship with
a 17-year-old female page in 1980. . . o

Congressman Gerry E. Studds engaged in a sexual relationship In
1973 with a 17-year-old male page (who may have been 16 when the
relationship began) ; and made sexual advances in 1973 to two other
male pages; one was 16 or 17 years old at the time, the other was 17
vears old. ,
" James C. Howarth, Majority Chief Page in the House Doorkeeper
Office, who had supervisory responsibilities over pages, engaged In
a sexual relationship with a 17-year-old female page in 1980 who was
at the time under his direct supervision, and gave her preferentisl
treatment. There is also evidence that Mr. Howarth purchased cocaine
in the House Democratic cloakroom during the period January, 197
to December, 1980.
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C. CONGRESS SPECIAL RESPONSIBILITY TOC ITS PAGES

The legislative history of House Resolution 518, as well as the legis-
lstive history of other House actions involving pages, reflects a rec-
ognition by the House of the special responsibility the House has in
relation to its pages. This legislative history clearly establishes that
the House of Representatives has a special relationship, analogous to
in loco parentis, to the teenage pages it employs. As the Doorkeeper
of the House has testified, the pages are the “wards” of the House.

Under these circumstances, a sexual relationship between a Mem-
ber of the House and a teenage House page, even 1f consensual, con-
stitutes a breach of the official obligatioans of a Member of the House.
A sexual relationship between a page supervisor and a page under
that supervisor’s authority constitutes a serious violation of the fidu-
ciary duty such a supervisor owes to his teenage charges.

Any such sexual relationships are precisely the type of improper
sexual conduct covered by H. Res. 518 and H. Res. 12 and constitute
s violation of clause 1 of the Code of Official Conduct of the House
of Representatives, which states:

A Member, officer, or employee of the House of Repre-
sentatives shall conduct himself at all times in a manner
which shall reflect creditably on the House of Representatives.

D. JURISDICTION OF THE HOUSE OVER CONDUCT OCCURRING IN A PRIOR
CONGRESS

It is clear that the House has jurisdiction over matters occurring
in prior Congresses. In House Report No. 351, 96th Congress, 1st
Session, pp. 3-5, the Committee most recently set forth its jurisdiction
to recommend disciplinary action for conduct occurring in previous
Congresses. The House s:l-geequently adopted the Committee’s recom-
mendations contained in this report, and during the 96th Con ,
censured Representative Charles C. Diggs, Jr., for conduct which oc-
curred during the 93rd, 94th and 95th Congresses. In House Report
No. 930, 96th Cong., 2d Sess. 121-124 (1980), the Committee deter-
mined that statutes of limitations and the principle of laches are not
applicable to oongressional disciplinary proceedings. The House con-
curred in this judgment by adopting in 1980 & resolution of censure
sgainst Representative Charles H. Wilson, for conduct which occurred
ef‘l;]t and nine years earlier, in 1971 and 1972, 126 Cong. Rec. H4708
(daily ed. June 10, 1980).

E. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the evidence, it is may responsibility as Special Counsel
to recommend that the Committee take action with respect to the con-
duct of Representative Crane, Representative Studds and Mr.
Howarth.

Existing Committee rules provide for the issuance of a Statement
of Allex Violation by the Committee. Following the issuance of
such a Statement, the Committee establishes a timetable for motions
ind briefs by counsel and for a public hearing with testimony and
Cross-examination of witnesses. But Section 8 of H. Res. 518, 97th
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Cong., incorporated by H. Res. 12, 98th Cong., provides that “the
Committee is authorized to adopt special rules of procedure as may
be appropriate.”

e matters presently before the Committee involve questions of
great sensitivity for everﬁone, particularly the former pages involved,
if there are extended public proceedings. Under Section 8 of H. Res.
518 and based on this consideration, the Special Counsel recommended
to the Committee that it adopt special procedures if any respondent
did not wish to contest the factual findings of the Special Counsel and
was willing to waive his rights to a Statement of Alleged Violation
and to a public hearing. Under these special procedures the Commit-
tee would act on the basis of the Special Counsel’s report and the state-
ment made by the respondent to the Committee. The Special Counsel's
report and the respondent’s statement, if any, would be made public
at the time the Committee acts.

Representative Daniel Crane elected to follow this special proce-
dure. He has admitted having a sexual relationship with a 17-year-old
female page in 1980. He has waived a formal Statement of Alleged
Violation and a public hearing before this Committee. He has agreed
that the Committee may act in his case on the basis of the statements
to the Committee by his counsel and the report of the Special Counsel.
The Special Counsel recommends that the Committee find that Rep-
resentative Crane has en d in improper sexual conduct and has
violated clause 1 of the Code of Official Conduct by failing to “con-
duct himself * * * in a manner which shall reflect creditably on the
House of Representatives”, and vote to recommend that the House of
Reﬁ:esentatives reprimand Representative Crane for this violation.

presentative lS)tudds and Mr. Howarth have not waived their
rights to a Statement of Alleged Violations and a public hearing. In
their cases, the Special Counsel recommends that the Committee 1ssue
the Statements of Alleged Violation attached as Appendices B (Rep-
resentative Studds) and C (Mr. Howarth).

The balance of this report describes:

The nature and scope of the investigation conducted by the Special
Counsel;

The legal standards applied by the Special Counsel ;

The cases against Representative Crane, Representative Studds and
Mr. Howarth; and

Allegations of sexual misconduct, investigated by the Sgec_ial Coun-
sel since the Interim Report of December 14, 1982, that have proved
groundless.

I1. Tae INTERIM REPORT OFr THE SPrcLiL CoUNSEL

On December 14, 1982 the Special Counsel submitted an Interim Re-
port to the Committee detailing, as of that date, the results of his in-
vestigation of allegations of improper or illegal sexual conduct. H.R.
Rep. No. 965, 97th Cong., 2nd Sess., Appendix A (1982), attached at
Appendix A to this report.

In the Interim Report, the Special Counsel found “no merit whatso-
ever in any of the original allegations of sexual misconduct made by
the two former pages,” Leroy Williams and Jeffre Otgp. Appendix A.
p. 6. The Special Counsel affirmatively concluded “that the evidence
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conclusively indicates that all charges of sexual misconduct made by
these two pages were false.” Id.

In the Interim Report, the Special Counsel noted, however, that
several instances of possible sexual misconduct involving pages or
preferential treatment remained under investigation, and recom-
mended that the Committee transmit the remaining meatters to the
98th Congress so that the investigation could be completed. The Spe-
cisl Counsel’s Interim Report summarized the status of the investiga-
tion :

Not all of the allegations of sexual misconduct received by
the Special Counsel have yet been fully investigated, how-
ever. In one case, the Special Counsel has recommended that
a8 Preliminary Inquiry be initiated by the Committee, and
the investigation of this case is contin . The Special Coun-
sel also continues to investigate a limited number of other al-
legations of sexual misconduct. No details will be provided
a::L this time on any of the matters still under investigation.
Id. at 23.

gdased on the Specia]l? Cm’s recommI endatilglnli,g t.hlel Commld t‘tlzle
voted (a) to initiate a Preliminary Inqui ing a sex

misconduct by Mr. Howarth, and (b) wmmt all mateelgl:.ls in the
Preliminary Inquiry and other matters still under investigation to the
98th Congress with a recommendation that these matters be com-
pleted as promptly as possible in that Congress. House Resolution 12
of the 98th Congress, passed on January 3, 1983, authorized the Com-
Iriu;tee to continue the inquiry and investigation begun under by H.

.518.

This Final Report now provides the results of the rest of the Spe-
cial Counsel’s investigation, pursuant to H. Res. 518, 97th Congress,
snd H. Res. 12, 98th Congress, with respect to allegations of improper
?{r illegal sexual conduct by Members, officers, or employees of the

ouse,

The findings and recommendations of the Special Counsel with re-
spect to the continuing investigation of allegations of illicit use or dis-
tnbution of drugs by %dembers, officers, or employees of the House will
be set forth in a separate report.

III. Score or INVEsTIGATION INVOLVING SEXUAL MIiscoNpucT

A. LANGUAGE AND LEGISLATIVE HISTORY OF HOUSE RESOLUTION 518

The Special Counsel has taken the language and legislative history
of H. Res. 518 as the guide in determining the proper scope of the
Investigation involving sexual misconduct.

Section 1 of H. Res. 518 directs the Committee to investigate
“slleged improper conduct referred to in this resolution which has
been the subject of recent investigations by the Department of Justice
and other law enforcement agencies. * * *”

~ The conduct “referred to in this resolution” is the conduct described
in the “Whereas” clause of the resolution, specifically,
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(1) alleged improper or illegal sexual conduct of Mem-
bers, officers, or employees of the House;

* % % and

(3) the offering of preferential treatment by Members,
officers, or employees to employees of the House, including

congressional pages, in exchange for any item referred to in
subclause (1) * * *

_ The resolution also provided that the “scope of the inquiry and
Investigation may be expanded by the Committee to extend to any
matters relevant to discharging its responsibilities pursuant to this
resolution or the Rules of the House of Representatives.”

The discussion of H. Res. 518 on the House floor on July 13, 1982.
leaves no doubt that the “alleged improper or illegal sexual conduct"
and the “offering of preferential treatment” referred to conduct in-
volving pages.

The resolution was introduced by Chairman Louis Stokes and
Ranking Minority Member Floyd S);)ence on July 13, 1982, in the
aftermath of reports of sexual misconduct involving pages. Chair-
man Stokes explained that, on July 1, he had instructed the staf
of the Committee “to commence a thorough investigation of the al-
legations as reported by the media at that time.” 128 g:ng. Rec. H4012
(daily ed. July 13, 1982). He urged passage of the resolution to en-
able the Committee to “proceed in an orderly fashion in pursuing
this investigation.” Id.

Representative William Alexander, who spoke in favor of the reso-
lution, referred to “allegations of scandal . . . levied against the
Members of Congress as well as the pages who assist them.” Id. at
H4035. He then quoted from a etter he had received from a former
page, stressing the page’s hope that “the Congress will take speedy
action to restore the honor, dignity, and pride that pages enjoy who
have served in the Congress.” 1d.

Representative Margaret Heckler, who urged the appointment of
a special prosecutor to investigate the allegations, stated:

We are dealing here with entirely new and far more sensi-
tive areas of abuse of power if the allegations are true. I
think we have a responsibility Zo the young people who are
the pages, to our service in this Congress, and to the people
of America, to the parents, to the Congress itself, to deal
with the sensitivity of this situation so as to inspire con-
fidence in the integrity of this Congress.

Id. at H4036 (emphasis added). .
The resolution’s reference to conduct “which has been the subject
of recent investigations by the Department of .Justice and other 1a¥
enforcement agencies” reinforces the conclusion that the sexual miscon-
duct to be investigated involved congressional pages. In the area of
sexual misconduct. the “recent investigation” by the Department of
Justice and the Federal Bureau of Investigation concerned allegation
about misconduct of House Members and employees involving page
In addition. the United States Capitol Police had conducted an 1n-
vestigation in February, 1982, which also focused specifically on Hous

pages.
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The intended meaning of H. Res. 518 appears clear. The references
to “alleged improper or illegal sexual conduct” and the “offering of
preferential treatment” are directed at sexual misconduct involving

pu’%‘e}fe first phase of the Special Counsel’s investigation focused on
the period from July, 1981, to June, 1982 and on allegations by two
former pages that received national press attention beginning on
June 30, 1982. To insure a thorough inquiry into all matters within
the scope of H. Res. 518, the Special Counsel sought out information
sbout earlier periods.

Finally, H. Res. 518 refers to “Members, officers, or employees” of
the House. In keeping with this language and the tradition of the
Committee, the scope of the investigation has not extended to allega-
tions concerning former Members, officers, or employees.

B. DEFINITION OF SEXUAL MISCONDUCT

In recognition of the special situation and vulnerability of congres-
sional pages, the Committee and its Special Counsel have broadly de-
fined “improper sexual conduct” in determining whether particular
allegations involving pages should be investig\ate(f

House pages are generally high school juniors and seniors, between
18and 18 years of age. By statute, they cannot be appointed until their
parents or legal guardians have been fully informed of the nature of
their work, pay and working conditions, and the housing accommoda-
tions available to them.?

Because of their young age, on a number of occasions the House has
considered discontinuing the use of high school teenagers as pages.
For example, the Legislative Reorgamzation Act of 1970, Pub. L.
91-510, 84 Stat. 1198 (1970), as orginally introduced, would have
barred the appointment of pages who had not yet completed the
iwelfth grade of their secondary school education. 116 Cong. Rec.
H32,229 (1970). Among the reasons commonly offered for using older
pages is the desirability of minimizing or eliminating Congress’s
spervisory responsibilify for pages. See e.g., Speaker’s Commission
o Pages, Report to the Speaker, 97th Cong., 2d Sess. 7 (1982) ; H.
Rep. No. 91-1215, 91st Cong., 2d Sess. 2930 (1970).

Congress plainly accepts a considerable responsibility for pages.
That responsibility is necessarily shared by every Member, officer and
“mployee of the House, Where preferential treatment is, expressly or
mplicitly, an element of a sexual relationship between a Member, of-
ficer or employee and a page, or an element of a sexual overture or ad-
vance directed at a page, the conduct explicitly falls within H. Res.
*18. But considering the young age of these pages and the facts that
they are away from home and dependent on the I-glzsuse for school, work
ind money to live on, any sexual advance or relationship of any kind
involving a page and a Member, officer or employee potentially entails
an element of either preferential treatment or coercion, and hence an
sbuse of office or position.

As set forth in the Interim Report of December 14, 1982, agproved
b the Committee, the investigation has, therefore, proceeded on the
iSumption that any sexual relationship, whether homosexual or
ieterosexual, between a page and a Member, officer or employee, or any

' This time period covers the terms of service of virtually all the pages whose employment
"I erlapped with that of the two pages whose charges were reported in news broadcayts on
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ls::m».‘lﬁhamssmeng, over;llllrzl ?ir b:dvance directed at a paﬁe by a Men-
T, officer or employee, shor investi as potentially ¢
sexual conduct” lll)n er l’TI Res. 5182 gied s p v improper
Where the Special Counsel came across evidence of possibly im-
propr sexual misconduct not involving pages and not within the scope
of H. Res, 518, he has turned that material over to the Committee for
whatever action it considers appropriate, because such conduct was
outside the scope of H. Res. 518,

C. ALLEGATIONS INVOLVING THE SENATE

In some instances, the Special Counsel has received information
bearing on Members, officers, or employees of the Senate. The Special
Counsel has not investigated these matters because the jurisdiction of
the Committee runs only to the House. At the direction of the Com-
mittee, and in accordance with an agreement between the Committes
Chairman and Senate Majority Leader Howard Baker, the Special
Counsel has referred all such information to the Select Committee on
Ethics of the U.S. Senate. The letters setting forth the agreement are
set forth in Appendix D of this reeport.

IV. How THE INVEsTIGATION Was CONDUCTED

A. APPOINTMENT OF THE SPECIAL COUNSEL AND STAFFING OF THE SPECIAL
COUNSEL’S OFFICE

Shortly after Chairman Stokes and Ranking Minority Member
Spence announced the appointment of Joseph A. Califano, Jr., as Spe-
cial Counsel to the Committee to oversee the investigation authorized
by H. Res. 518, Mr. Califano assembled the staff of the Special Coun-
sel’s office. In staffing the office, as throughout the investigation, the
pledges of independence were unequivocably supported by the Demo-
cratic and Republican House leadership. The staff of the Special
Counsel’s office has averaged nine lawyers, seven investigators, three
researchers and six clerical employees.

B. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INVESTIGATION

Since July 27,1982, the Special Counsel has attempted to investigate
every speciﬁyc allegation ¢ that has come to his attention concerning the

31t has been suggested that H. Res. 518 meant to restrict the Committee’s Iinvestigation
of alleged sexual misconduct involving Conf)reuulonnl pages exciusively to those individual
cases that were in fact investigated by the Department of Justice in its 1982 investigation
in this area. The Special Counsel has been unable to detect any indication in the legislative
history or the text of H. Res. 518 that would support such a restrictive and crabbed inter-
pretation. First, it would be anomolous for the House to abdicate its Constitutional respon-
sibility to discipline its Members—which differs aignificantly from the Justice Department's
duty to enforce the criminal law—by limiting the Committee’s investigation to the epec lf
case under review by Justice. S8econd, the language of H. Res., 518 does not support suc
a parrow reading. H. Res. 518 directs the Committee to investigate “‘alleged improper con-
duct referred to In this resolution which has been the subject of investigations h')" (b;
Department of Justice . . ."” (emphaals added). By referring generally to “conduct” ab
not to “case of improper conduct,” H. Res. 518 identified a subject matter to be lnnsﬂi
gated—namely, alleged sexual mirconduct involving pages. In the dfscussion on the floor o
the House when H. Res. 518 was passed. the Chairman and other House members referered
broadly to pager and stories in the press as well. H. Res. 518 did not require the Committee
to ascertain which indtvidual cares were being inveatigated by Justice and then limit its owl]l
investigation to thore individuals, regardless of other evideace which the Special Counsel
and the Committee dircovered. Indeed ruch an interpretation would make a mockery of any
rerloun independent inventigatory effort. 8o Intent was the House to mount such an effort
that it anthorized the Committee to expand ite Investigation “to any matter relevant to
dircharging {ts responsibilities pursvant to . . . the Ruler of the House of Representatives.

« Some allegations concerned events so far in the past, e.g., more than 20 years &g
or were so vague that investigation was not practicable.
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subject matter of H. Res. 518 and H. Res. 12. In addition, the Special
Counsel’s office undertook wideranging efforts to contact individuals
who might have information bearing on the subject matter of the
investigation.

Attorneys and investigators on the Special Counsel’s staff have care-
fully examined and followed up hundreds of leads, allegations and
rumors. They have conducted some 700 interviews and taken more
than 125 depositions. They have travelled almost 100,000 miles to
interview witnesses in more than 50 cities. One hundred and eleven
subpoenas have been issued: 90 to compel oral testimony, 21 to com-
pel production of documents. The Committee compelled testimony
from 12 witnesses through grants of use immunity. The Special Coun-
sl also obtained sworn statements from 40 individuals. In addition,
numerous requests were made to such agencies as the Federal Bureau
of Investigation, the United States Capitol Police, the Metropolitan
Police and the broadcast media for materials which were voluntarily
produced. In following up on several specific allegations, investigators
have reviewed hundreds of pages of financial, travel and telephone
records. ’

While it was essential to investigate each one of the specific allega-
tions that prompted the p of H. Res. 518, the Special Counsel
decided that the mandate of H. Res. 518 required the Committee to
wek out information that might bear on the subject matter of the
investigation from all available sources. As set forth in Appendix A,
the Special Counsel initiated a number of separate inquires to carry
out this obligation.

Lawyers and investigators interviewed more than 75 pages who
had recently served in the House.

_ The Special Counsel sent a letter requesting any information bear-
ing on the subject matter under investigation to each of 516 former
pages who had not already been contacted in person. These individ-
uls served in the House of Representatives from September, 1979,
through August, 1982. Eighty-nine pages responded; 71 responded
in writing, an additional 18 by telephone. Most said they had no
nformation; only 11 responses contained relevant information or
sllegations of misconduct that required further investigation. ’

In addition, attempts were made to interview seventy-three former
pages by telephone regarding a particular matter under investigation.
Individual letters were sent to twenty-five former pages who could
1t be reached by telephone. The Special Counsel received responses
o eleven letters. A total of fifty-nine of these former pages were
nterviewed regarding this matter; one was d?osed.

The Special Counsel requested and obtained from the Capitol
Police a1l documents and records for the years 1977 through 1982 that
:{mtained information bearing on the subject matter under investiga-
ion.

The Special Counsel made similar requests of the Doorkeeper of
the House of Representatives, whose office is in charge of the page
Tstem, and that the Sergeant-at-Arms of the House of Representa-
bves, who, together with the Sergeant-at-Arms of the Senate and the
Architect of the Capitol. directs the Capitol Police, The Special Coun-
¥l interviewed every officer in the Doorkeeper’s office who super-
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;ised or directed pages and obtained testimony under oath from all
ut two.

- Lawyers and investigators interviewed current and former teach-
ers at the Capitol Page School concerning their knowledge of the sub-
jects under investigation. Investigators also reviewed files of individ-
ual pages at the Capitol Page Sc%?ool and interviewed teachers from
other educational institutions who had had contact with pages in
seminars and special classes.

Committee investigators also interviewed the managers of seven
apartment buildings in which pages resided. These individuals had
been renting to pages for periods of time that range from slightly
over one year to 40 years. Most were complimentary about the con-
duct of the pages, and reported no knowledge of serious problems
with pages who had been their tenants. One, however, complained
about excessive dri.nki.nf and loud, boisterous parties.

The Special Counsel’s office examined a comprehensive compila-
tion of press reports on the subject matter of H. Res. 518 and viewed
videotapes of television news reports to identify specific allegations
that merited investigation.

In all, more than 150 individual allegations have been investigated.

C. RELATIONSHIP WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

From June through August, 1982, the Department of Justice inves-
tigated allegations of sexual misconduct by members of Congress and
their staff. On August 31, 1982, a Justice {)epartment spokesman an-
nounced that the Department had closed that investigation because
“there is insufficient evidence to warrant a federal prosecution or
further investigation.”

On behalf of the Committee, the Special Counsel requested that the
Attorney General make available to the Committee and its Specisl
Counsel all written materials developed by the FBI in carrying out
this investigation. On September 29, 1982 the Public Integrity Sec-
tion of the ﬁstice Department transmitted to the Special Counsel 2+
documents, consisting primarily of summaries of interviews carried
out by FBI agents in the course of this investigation. The names of
certain witnesses who had requested confidentiality were deleted. With
this exception, the Justice Department informed the Special Counsel
that it had provided all the evidence it had collected.

D. LIMITS ON THE INVESTIGATION

Any investigation of “improper or illegal sexual conduct” poses
difficult obstac%:s and delicate problems. The Special Counsel’s office
has had to depend in large measure on interviews and depositions
under oath to 1nvesti%a.te these matters. Developing evidence depends
on the willingness of individuals to come forward and to respond
honestly to investigators’ questions.

The investigation that has been conducted has, in the judgment of
the Special Counsel, been as thorough as is reasonably possible. In an
area involving such intimate conduct, such human sensitivity and s0
many individuals, it will never be possible to declare with certainty
that every instance of what every citizen would consider “improper
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sexual conduct” has been detected. But the Committee, the House and
the American qseople can be assured that every effort was made to con-
tach individuals who might have relevant information. Every allega-
tion put forward has been pursued to the point where the Special
Counsel concluded that there was no basis for it in fact, that no further
investigation was possible, or that a formal charge was justified.

This has not been an inexpensive or pleasant task. It has taken much
time, persistence, and patience on the part of Members of this Com-
mittee and attorneys and investigators in the Special Counsel’s office,
and the support of the bipartisan House leadership and the Commit-
tee on Standards of Official Conduct. The financial cost to the House
for staff, travel, court reporters, investigators and lawyers has been
substantial, as has the cost in legal fees and other expenses to witnesses
interviewed, deposed and investigated, and to institutions assembling
records. But the most serious costs have been to the many young Amer-
cans, 8 good number still teenagers, for whom this investigation has
been a difficult and trying experience. To them, the Special Counsel
expresses particular appreciation and understanding. Yet, it has taken
this kind of inquiry to provide the American people the assurance that
the House of Representatives has the institutional stamina and cour-
ige to investigate its Members, officers, and employees searchingly and
thoroughly.

V. BackGrounD: THE Pace SysTEM or THE House or
REPRESENTATIVES, 1981-82

Because this investigation focused on p and their relationships
with Members, officers, and emplovees of :ﬁstousc-, it 18 essential to
begin with an understanding of the pa%:a system. The House has relied
on teenage pages as messengers since the early 1800’s, and the system
has survived many debates about its desirability, including the most
rcent review that the Speaker’s Commission on Pages conducted in
1982. The key features of the page systemr as it existed in 1981-82—
the selection process, the duties of pages, and the extent to which they
were supervised—are described briefly below.

A. BELECTION PROCESS AND QUALIFICATIONS

During 1981-82, the House maintained 71 positions for pages. Most
page appointments run for six months or a year, although some ap-
pointments—typically in the summer—are for periods of two mont
or less, -

Pages are nominated by a House Member and selected by the
Democratic and Republican Personnel Committees from the candi-
dates nominated. Pages are required to be high school juniors or sen-
lors, at the time of appointments, and at least 16 but not more than 18
vears of age. The Republican Personnel Committee requires that pages
have had at least a “B” scholastic average in their home town high
xhool ; the Democratic Committee requires at least a “C” average.

Any Democratic Member of Congress may submit a recommendation
o the Committee on Democratic Personnel requesting that an individ-
ul be appointed as a Democratic page. Typically, these recommenda-
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tions provide the Committee with some information about the cand;.
date, but the Committee has no application form and requires no Spe-
cific information other than a birth certificate. The nominations are not
considered on any particular date. The Committee staff accumulates
nominations until approximately ten are pending. These nominations,
ranked according to the seniority of the Member making the nomina-
tion, are then submitted to the Committee Chairman, who makes the
selections. The Committee conducts no independent check of a page’s
qualifications. The sponsoring Member is responsible for screening ap-
plicants and establishing that they meet the age, school year, and acs-
demic criteria.

The Committee on Republican Personnel has a printed application
form, which requires a school transcript, an essay on why the applicant
wants to be a page, a statement of extracurricular activities, and letters
of recommendation. The Committee also requests that the Member
return the asplication materials by April 1 of each year. Information
on each candidate is summarized by the Committee’s staff, and page
selection is made by the Committee vote. In selecting pages, the Com-
mittee gives preference to Members who have not previously sponsored

a .

g‘faeg:;her Committee has established a systematic process for assessing
the maturity of page candidates or their ability to handle the freedom
that pages enjoy in Washington.

B. DUTIES OF HOUBE PAGES

Pages do not work for the individual Members of Congress who
sponsor them. They receive direction from the staff of the Doorkeeper
of the House, and work out of a central location just off the House floor.

Pages never become involved in the substantive give-and-take of the
legislative process. Their duties are exclusively those of clerical work-
ers and messengers. They are generally assigned to the House floor, to
the Democratic or Republican Cloakroom, or to positions as “running”
pages. A page assigned to the House floor carries messages to and from
Members and assists in assembling and distributing legislative mate-
rials on the floor. A page assigned to the Democratic or Republican
Cloakroom answers telephones, carries messages to Members, and per-
form chores requested by Members while they are in the Cloakroom.
“Running” pages deliver materials to congressional offices and to Mem-
bers on the floor. Several pages serve as documentarians, processing
House documents and operating the system of bells that call Members
for votes. One is assigned as the Speaker’s page. . _ _

The daily schedule of all the pages, regardless of their assignment, 15
demanding. All are required to attend the Capitol Page School. Those
enrolled for credit must maintain a “C” average ; the rest are requi
to bring assignments from their home school and observe supervi
study hours. Classes at the Capitol Page School begin at 6:10 a.m. and,
on days when the House convenes at noon, typically run until 9 :45 a.m.
or 10:30 a.m. When the House convenes earlier, class sessions are ab-
breviated so that pages can report to work at least an hour before the
House starts. Except for meals, the pages remain on duty until 5:00
p.m. or until the House adjourns for the day, whichever is later.
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C. SUPERVISION OF PAGES

1. Working hours

The Doorkeeper of the House of Representatives, who is elected
by the Caucus of the Majority Party, is responsible for supervising
House pages during their working hours. The four to six pages work-
ing in the Democratic Cloakroom and the similar number workin
in the Republican Cloakroom report to the respective Managers o
the Cloukrooms. The Democratic and Republican floor pages report,
respectively, to the Majority and Minority Chief Pages, who are
adult supervisors employed by the Doorkeeper of the House. The
“running’’ pages, who are also supervised by the Majority and Minor-
ity Chief Pages, have intermediate supervisors drawn from the ranks
of the pages themselves. These page “overseers” answer the telephones
to receive requests for messenger service and then make assignments
to “running” pages.

While the oorkee%r of the House has overall responsibility for
the pages, the Deputy Doorkeeper exercises disciplinary authority and
receives reports from the two Cloakroom Managers and two Chief

Pages.
2. Nonworking hours

Until 1983, no one had responsibility for supervision of pages’ ac-
tivities outside of working hours. In fact, the Handbook 1ssued by
the Doorkeeper specifically asserted that it was a condition of ap-
pointment that:

Parents or Guardians must file with the Doorkeeper of
the House, a written statement assuming full responsibility
for the safety, well-being, and supervision of the Appointee
while living in the District of Columbia area and traveling
to and from the House of Representatives.

No individual in the Doorkeeper’s office was formally responsible
for counseling pages on problems outside of work or for seeing that
they stay out of trouble. Some individuals in the Doorkeeper’s office
showed a good deal of concern for the pages’ well-being, especially
when it became apparent that a page was 1n some kind of difficulty.

The salary of teenage House pages—approximately $700 every
month—represents far more money than most of them have previously
had to manage.

Until 1983 pages were responsible for finding their own housing.
In 1981-82, pages generally resided in groups ranging from two to
SiX in apartments located at various places on Capitol Hill, or in
housing obtained through a university housing service. Apartments
ire frequently passed on from one page to another. Pages living in
spartments had, in general, no adult supervision and no one easily
available in the event of trouble.

In 1981-82, approximately 25 female pages lived in Thompson-
Markward Hall, referred to by the pages as the “Y” because it is a
dormitory-like facility with re{ative y strict curfew and other rules.
The Page House Alumni Association, a non-profit organization created
through the efforts of an emghoyee of the Doorkeeper’s office, provided
dormity-style housing for about ten male pages until August of last
year,
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Committee investigators interviewed the managers of seven apart.
ment buildings in which pages resided. These individuals had been
renting to pages for periods of time that range from slightly over
one year to 40 years. Most were complimentary about the conduct of
the pages, and reported no knowledge of serious alcohol, drug or other
problems with pages who had been their tenants. One, however, com-
plained about excessive drinking and loud and boisterous parties,

The lack of effective supervision of pages after working hours has
been sharply criticized for many years. Members of Congress have
frequently called attention to the problem. In 1969, for example, Rep-
resentative Mark Andrews of North Dakota noted :

It is unconscionable for Congress to bring these boys to the
Washington metropolitan area and put them in some catch-
as-catch-can accommodations where they lack supervision
and decent quarters. If we are going to have high school boys
working for the Congress they should have adequate
quarters and proper supervision.

Hearings before the Legislative Branch Subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, 91st Cong., 1st Sess. 497 (1969).
In 1970, Representative Edith Green of Oregon stated :

[I]t is inconceivable to me that this situation has been
allowed to continue. . . . We bring youngsters—often times
from rural areas—turn them loose in a metropolitan area
with more money than they have ever before had in their

ockets and with absclutely no supervision in off hours. . ..
fI]t is incumbent upon us to provide these facilities in terms
of housing and also in terms of classrooms. They find their
own rooms in rooming houses or in tourist homes. I repeat—
they have no supervision at all in their spare time. There 1s
absolutely no one who is looking after their nutrition, their
meals.

116 Cong. Rec. 32278 (1970). _
Testifying this past summer before the House Subcommittee on

Iegislative Branch Appropriations, the Doorkeeper of the Hous
James Molloy stated :

They [the pages] are wards of the Congress. Once we
bring them here, we have to assume some responsibility. We
have already had some incidents. . . . It does present a very
serious problem.

Hearings on Legislative Branch Appropriations before Subcommittee
of Legislative Branch Appropriations of the House Committee on
Appropriations, 97th Cong.. 2nd Sess., pt. 2 at 49 (1982).
Because of concern over the absence of effective supervision, Con-
ss has on a number of occasions considered discontinuing the use
of high school age pages.

3. Page dormitory

Over the past 40 years the House has on a number of occasions con-
sidered establishing a page dormitory to improve its ability to super-

vise pages.
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In 1943, legislation was introduced in the House, but not passed,
alling for construction and maintenance of official accommodations
for the pages. In 1970, Congress authorized the acquisition of prop-
erty for the purpose of constructing a building containing dormitory
and classroom facilities for the pages.® A site was subsequently pur-
chased for the facility, but funds to construct it were not appro-
priated.

4 Developments since 1981-82

Last year, in the wake of the highly publicized charges of miscon-
duct, the House of Representatives took several major steps to im-
prove its page program. Acting on the recommendations of tﬁe Speak-
er’s Commission on Pages, House Speaker Thomas P. O’Neill, in his
capacity as Chairman of the House Office Building Commission,
suthorized the renovation of two floors of House Annex No. 1 for
use as & dormitory for congressional pages. Staff of Speaker’s Com-
mission on Pages, 97th Cong., 2d Sess., Report to the Speaker 10
(Comm. Print 1982); Letter from the Speaker to the Architect of
the Capitol (Sept. 30, 1982). On November 30, 1982 the House voted
to establish the House of Representatives Page Board to supervise
sll aspects of the page program. H.R. Res. 611, 97th Cong., 2d. Sess.
(adopted by the full Congress in P.L. 97-377 and codified at 2 U.S.C.
88h-2 through 88h-4).

The Page Board has changed the age requirement for pages. limit-
ing appointments to juniors in high school. House of Representatives
Page Board, 98th Cong., 1st Sess., Interim Report to the Speaker 8
(Comm. Print 1983). All pages are required to live in the residence
hall, except those who cerfily that they live with their parents or other
responsible guardian in the Washington metropolitan area. The Pa
Residence Hall is staffed by a Director and five resident assistants. 1d.
st 7. Pages residing in the dormitory are subject to a 10:00 P.M. cur-
few through Thursday nights and a midnight curfew Friday and
Saturday nights. Their behavior is governed by a code of conduct ap-
proved by the Page Board.

Since the opening of the page dormitory, every resident page’s par-
ent or guardian is required to cosign, wtih the page, a page Residence
Hall Agreement. In this document the page and his or her parents
agree to be bound by the Page Code of (E,onduct and other pertinent
regulations, and agree that the page will not use the residence hall for
any disorderly or unlawful purpose. Id. at Appendix F. The general
statement in which parents assumed full responsibil!i::iv for the safety
ind well-being of their chidren is no longer required.

VI. ReLevanT STANDARDS OF CONDUCT

A. RESPONSIBILITY OF THE HOUBE

Plainly the House of Representatives has a special responsibility
for the teenage pages it employs. Although the House only recently
‘Pened a dormitory for pages, the House has long recognized that its
responsibility for these teenagers extended beyond working hours. In-
deed, concern about the unavoidable responsibility which the House

‘40 U.8.C. § 184s.
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accepts when it employs 16 and 17-year-old pages has periodics]]
sparked debate whether the House should raisg the minimp::m foyr
pages and ultimately led to the decision to establish a supervised dor-
mitory for pages.

On three separate occasions during the last twenty years, the House
has undertaken extensive consideration of the page system. In 1964
Representative Edith Green’s Select Committee on the Welfare and
Education of Congressional Pages examined in detail the condition
of congressional pages, and found that “many of the problems of the
[page] school . . . stemmed from the fact that the students . . . are
unsupervised for lengthy periods of time. . . .” H.R. Rep. No. 1945,
88th Cong., 2d Sess. (1965), p. 8. The Committee recommended among
other things that the House either construct a page school and dormi-
tory to address the situation, or raise the age of pages. Id. at pp. 6-10.
In 1976, the Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary and Vocational
Education of the Committee on Education and Labor conducted
thorough hearings on the quality of education provided to pages at
the Capital Page School. Hearings before the Subcommittee on Ele-
mentary, Secondary, and Vocational Education of the House Com-
mittee on Education and Labor, 94th Cong., 2d Sess. (1976). In 1982
the Speaker’s Commissior on Pages reviewed the entire page system
thoroughly and was instrumental in winning House approval for the
construction of a page dormitory and the creation of a Capitol Page
Board. Staff of Speaker’s Commission on Pages, 97th Cong., 2d Sess.
Report to the Speaker (Comm. Print 1982).

Throughout, Members of the House have made clear their views of
the House’s responsibilities. During the 1970 debate on authorizin
construction of a page dormitory, Representative Charles Bennett said:

The idea of bringing young people here as pages is a good
one. It has been inspirgmg to them and it has geen helpful to

the country. But we cannot escape the responsibility that
comes with that.

116 Cong. Rec. 32277 (1970).

In that same debate, Representative Shirley Chisholm underscored
the point:

. . . we as Members of Congress must share a tremendous
responsibility when their parents send them here to become
P in this House . . . we must assume the responsibilit
and know that we have the authorization and the money whic
is necessary to build a dormitory in order that these young
men [and women] can have the supervision so very necessary
and so vital to their general welfare.

116 Cong. Rec. 32233 (1970).

Similarly, in urging the House to establish a Capitol Page Board i1
1982, Representative Frank Annunzio said :

So long as this body employs the youth of adolescent years,
we have a responsibility to provide tzem with the basic protec-
tions we would expect for our own children should they be
similarly employed away from their homes. . . . this Capitol
Board . . . wilfhave the jurisdiction not only of building the
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dormitory to insure prog)er supervision and pro;g)r housing
but, also to carry out the responsibility of the Congress to
young people who are 14 to 18 years of age.

198 Cong. Rec. H3985 (daily ed. July 12,1982).
Msjority Leader Jim Wright expressed similar sentiments in 1982
inurging his colleagues to fund a dormitory for the pages:

The present situation is intolerable. It is absolutely impos-
sible under the present circumstances to guarantee wholesome
supervision or even personal safety to these fine y people
whom we invite to Washin%mn as the guests and employees of
the Congress. The responsibility quite clearly is our own. Our
failure to act is inexclusable. To tolerate the present situation
one hour longer than necessary would border on criminal
negligence.

128 Cong. Rec. H4004 (daily ed., July 12,1982).

During the hearings held by the Speaker’s Commission on Pages,
the Commission heard from Representative John Dingell, a former
page, now Chairman of the House Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. Mr. Dingell noted that the pages are “youngsters, [who are]
entrusted to us by their lovigg families.” Hearings before the Speak-
er's Commission on Pages, 97th Congress, 2d Session at 44 (1982).
Representative Dingell also testified :

I commented with regard to the tg:lity of the supervision
of the page force. I would like to observe to you, Mr. Chair-
man, that as a former page, I looked up to the supervisors that
we had with the freatest of respect. I believe that situation
exists today, and I know that in many instances, particularly
on our own side of the aisle, that the kids look up to their
supervisors with genuine respect and with genuine affection,
and they hold their supervisors in high regard—one might
say almost awe. (Id., p. 35)

In summary, the House of Representatives as a body takes respon-
sbility for conducting a page program utilizing teenagers who are
gnerally either 16 or 17 years-of-age. (The Senate pages are 14
through 17 years of age.) 'lzlem teenagers are drawn to Washington
by the existence of the page program. They are entrusted to the House
s an institution for particular periods of time by their parents. The
House sets the standards for their employment. The House supervises
their appointment. The House takes responsibility for providing their
ducation while they are in Washington and for overseeing the quality
of that education. The House takes responsibility, through its elected
oficer, the Doorkeeper, for suﬁervision of the }mges while they are on
lity. And, most recently with the opening of the residence hall, the
House has acted in keeping with its obligations to provide for them
dﬂwkﬁlgn%n-working hours, and to supervise their conduct during non-
wor. ours.

In short, there can be little doubt that the pa‘fiu are in fact the
“vards” of the House, as the Doorkeeper has testified. Members, officers
of the House, and those House employees who directly supervise pages
lave & special relationship to House pages, in effect standing in loco
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parentis to them. As Representative Frank Annunzio stated, “so long
as this body employs the youth of adolescent years, we have a respon.
sibility to provide them with the basic protections we would expect
for our own children should they be similarly employed away from
their own homes.” Under these circumstances, the American people
have the right to expect the highest standards of conduct of these in-
dividuals with respect to pages.®

B. IMPROPER BEXUAL CONDUCT

Given the special relationship between pages and the House, the
Special Counsel believes that oniy one standard of conduct can be con-
sidered appropriate : no sexual reiationship between a page and a Mem-
ber, an ofticer of the House, or an employee of the House who supervises
pages can be regarded as acceptable behavior. Pages are 16 or 17-year-
old juniors or seniors in high school. For most pages, it is their first
time away from home and away from their parents. Tixey have chosen
to serve as a page because they are interested in the American system of
ﬁovernment. Almost inevitably the{nwill be fascinated by people who

old hiih positions in that system. In Representative Dingell’s words,
pages *hold their supervisors in high regard—one might say almost
awe.” That statement can only apply with greater force to {iembers
of the House themselves. Members are the center of the universe for
teenage pages.

The pages of the House serve the 435 men and women who represent
the people of their congressional districts. Members of the House write
laws that set standards for the American people. The parents who send
their 16- and 17-year-old children to serve as pages have a right to
expect that Members of the House will treat their children with re-
spect, and honor the custodial trust into which they have committed
their offspring. To say that the pages are wards of the House, and
that the i-)Iouse has special responsibilities to them and stands as an
institution in effect in loco parentis to them, is hollow rhetoric, unless
those who are the House as an institution—the 435 Members elected to
constitute the House—give meaning to the high trust they assume to-
ward their teenage wards. Certainly, parents of teenage pages have &
right to assume that Members of the House of Representatives will not
have sexual relations with their children. N

The laws of many states recognize the special responsibility of any-
one in such a position to avoid sexual relationships with those under
their care, custody, or supervision. For example, the District of Colum-
bia prohibits sexual intercourse between a “superintendent,” a “tutor,”
or a “teacher,” and his female pupil under the age of 21, five years be-

ond the general age of consent which is 16 in the District of Columbis.
f).C. Code Ann. § 22-3002 (1981). In 1981 and 1982 the Commonwealth
of Virginia revised its laws in this area. Virginia makes it a criminal
offense for anyone who “maintains a custodal or supervisory relation-
ship over a child under the age of eighteen, who is the parent, step-
parent or stands in loco parentis with respect to such child and 1s not

¢ Other empployees of the House may occupy sufiiciently high positions or have sufficient
respomllbmtyp grltyh respect to paiel tint they too should be held to have such a s

relationship.” The cases involved 1n the present investigation do not require the Special
Counsel or the Committee to reach the question of precisely how far the relationship extends
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legally married to such child” to “propose that any such child feel or
fondle the sexugl genital parts of such person, or . . . propose to such
child the performance of an act of sexual intercourse. . . .” Thus, Vir-

ginis extends protection to teenagers in such circumstances two years
beyond the general age of consent, which in that state is also 16. Va.
Code Ann. § 18.2-370.1 (1982). Virginia’s child abuse statute defines.
an “abused or neglected child” entitled to protection against abuses
that include sexual acts by parents or other responsible persons, inter
alia, as “any child less than 18 yearsof age . . .” Va. Code Ann. § 63.1-
2482 (Supp. 1983). These statutes recognize that in certain relation-
ships two parties to a sexual relationship are not equal and that these
situations are inherently subject to exploitation.

The nature of the relationship between the House of Representatives
and the ;i:ges it employs compels the conclusion that any sexual rela-
tionship between teenage pages and Members, officers of the House, or
those employees who supervise pages, or any sexual advance by any
such individuals to a House page, constitutes improper sexual conduct
under H. Res. 518.

No explicit showing of preferential treatment, coercion, or harass-
ment is required under this standard. In this connection, it is worth-
while to note that H. Res. 518 specifically distinguished between (1)
~alleged improper or illegal sexual conduct” and “(3) the offering of
preferential treatment . . . in exchange for [sexual favors].” 128
Cong. Rec. H4032 (daily ed. July 13, 1982).

Under these circumstances, Members, officers of the House and page
supervisors violate the official obligations of their office if they enter
into a sexual relationship—no matter how consensual and whether
heterosexual or homosexual—with any page, or if they make sexual
advances to a page. Such conduct constitutes exactly the type of “im-
proper” sexual conduct to which H. Res. 518 and H. Res. 12 were di-
rected. Certainly such conduct does not “reflect creditably on the
House of Representatives,” and therefore constitutes a violation of
Rule 1 of the Code of Official Conduct.

This Committee has recognized in the past its duty to give specific
content to the general standards contained in the House Rules and in

the Code of Ethics.

The Committee is cognizant of the fact that these tradi-
tional standards of conduct as expressed in thz Code of Ethics
for Government Service, and as revealed in House precedents,
are not delineated with any great exactitude and may there-
fore prove difficult in enforcement. The Committee is Yikewise
aware that because of the generality of these standards their
violation is easily alleged, and that this may be subject to
some abuse. However, the Committee believes it was for the
very purpose of evaluating particular situations against ex-
isting standards, and of weeding out baseless charges from
legitimate ones, that this Committee was created. As was
stated in House Report No. 1176, 90th Cong. 2d Sess. (March
14, 1968) in recommending the creation of this Committee
as a standing committee of the House:

“Some instrumentality, preferably the continving commit-
tee, must necessarily serve as the determinant of the subjec-
tive terms necessary in spelling out the Code of Official Con-
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duct. An essential difference between a statute and a standard
is that the former usually is capable of precise definition and
therefore may be objectively tested, whereas the latter can
only be stated in subjective language and must rely on the
facts as determined in each situation. If it should be n

to measure an allegation against a standard, that measurement
will be as meaningful as the depth to which the measuring
body drws out the facts and nuances. Clearly this can be done
better by a body smaller and more flexible than the entire
House, and one that is more acquainted with the history and
development of the standards and enforcement pr

than special committees created to deal only with individual
cases as they arise.” (at p. 13).

H.R. Rep. No. 1364, 94th Cong., 2d Sess. 8-9 (1976).

O. CONDUCT IN A PRIOR CONGRESS

It is well-settled that the House may discipline a Member for con-
duct which occurred during a prior Congress, at least where the dis-
ci;')rl{hnary action taken is short of expulsion.

is question was fully briefed and decided most recently In the
Matter of Representative Charles C. Diggs, Jr., H.R. Rep. No. 351,
96th Cong., 1st Sess. 1979. Mr. Diggs was censured in 1979 by the 96th
Congress, for misuse of clerk-hire funds from 1973 to 1977, during
the 93rd, 94th and 95th Congresses. 125 Cong. Rec. H6900-H6908
(daily ed. July 31, 1979). _

Following service of the Statement of Alleged Violation, Mr. Diggs
filed & motion with this Committee “to terminate the proceedings for
lack of jurisdiction.” H.R. Rep. No. 351 at 41. The memorandum in
support of the motion argued that “the House may not punish Con-
gressman Diggs for conduct occurring prior to his election to the
current Congress.” Id. at 42. Mr. Diggs noted that, at the time of
his most recent re-election, his constitutents were aware that he had
been convicted of the criminal activity charged by the Committee in
its Statement of Alleged Violation. He argued that the judgment
of his constitutents in re-electing him should supercede any dis-
ciplinary action by the House, citing a number of eighteenth, nine-
teenth and early twentieth century cases in which the House had con-
sidered but failed to agree to expulsion of Members for conduct oc-
curring in earlier Congresses. . .

The Committee unanimously rejected Mr. Diggs’ motion and con-
cluded in its Report :

. . . that the House had jurisdiction under Article I, Sec-
tion 5, to inquire into the misconduct of a Member occurring
prior to his last election, and under appropriate circum-
stances, to impose at least those disciplinary sanctions that
faHl short of expulsion. Id. at 3.

The Committee recommended. and the House voted the censure of
Representative Diggs. Id. at 20; 125 H6906. The Committee did not
express an opinion as to whether the House has the power to expel
a Member for conduct which occurred in a prior Congress.
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Additional cases in which the House has imposed sanctions (all
short of expulsion) on Members for otfenses which occurred in eariier
Congresses included the following:

Charles H. Wilson: Censure was imposed in 1980 by the 96th Con-

for accepting benefits which might be construed as affecting his
oficial duties, for accepting a gift from a person having a direct
interest in legislation before the Congress and for converting cam-
paign funds to his personal use and failing to keep his campai
funds separate from his personal funds. These acts occurred in 1971
and 1972, during the 92nd Congress. H. Rep. No. 930, 96th Cong.,
9d Sess. (1980); 126 Cong. Rec. H4691-H4708, (daily ed. June 10,
1980({; 28 Con%DBec. H6127-H6129 (daily ed. July 2, 1980).

Edward R. Roybal: Reprimand was imposed in 1978 by the 95th
Congress for failing to report a campaign contribution, for convert-
ing a campaign contribution to his personal use and failing to keep
his campalgn funds separate from his personal funds, and for giving
false testimony before the Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duct. Some of these acts occurred in 1974, during the 93rd Congress.
%Re;() I‘{(o. 1743, 95th Cong., 2d Sess. (1978) ; 124 Cong. Rec. 37009

017 (1978).

John J. McFall: Reprimand was imposed in 1978 by the 95th
Congress for failing to report a campaign contribution in 1974, dur-
ing the 93rd Congress. H. Rep. No. 1742, 95th Cong., 2d Sess. (1978) ;
124 Cong. Rec. 37005-37009 (1978).

Robert L. F. Sikes: Reprimand was imposed in 1976 by the 94th
Congress for failing to report ownership of certain stock from 1968
through 1973, during the 90th through the 93rd Congresses, and for
purchase of certain stock in a bank, following active efforts by Sikes
in his official capacity to obtain benefits from the bank, in 1973 during
the 93rd Congress. H. Rep No. 1364, 94th Cong., 2d Sess. (1978) ; 122
Cong. Rec. 24379 (1978)

D. LAPSE OF TIME BINCE THE CONDUCT OCCURRED

The Special Counsel recognizes that the conduct involved in the
present cases occurred three years ago in two instances and ten years
sgo in the third case. But lapse of time in the circumstances of these
cases is not a reason for ignoring evidence that violations occurred.
Lapse of time, along with other circumstances of the violation, may
be relevant to consideration of the sanction, but not to whether a
violation occurred.

The issue of lapse of time was raised before the Committee In the
Matter of Charles H. Wilson. H.R. Rep. 930, 96th Cong., 2d Sess.
(1980). Mr. Wilson was disciplined in 1980, i)y the 96th Congress,
for conduct which occurred eight and nine years earlier, in 1971 and
1972, during the 92d Congress.

Mr. Wilson moved to dismiss the Statement of Alleged Violation
for lack of jurisdiction. He argued in his motion that the conduct
should not be pursued by the Committee on a number of grounds,
including the five year statute of limitations established by the United

S e for non-capital offenses, the doctrine of laches, and
findamental fairness. Id. at 23. Counsel for the Committee responded
that neither the statute of limitations nor the principle of laches is
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applicable to congressional disciplinary proceedings, that in any event
the requirements of laches were not met 1n the case, and that the Com-
mittee had adopted a balancing test approach which took into con-
sideration the passage of time since the misconduct in question and
insured fundamental fairness. Id. at 42-48.
12'11'1;34 Committee rejected Mr. Wilson’s motion to dismiss. Id. gt
During floor debates on the censure of Mr. Wilson, the issue of the
lagse of time since the misconduct was raised by several speakers,
The House nevertheless adopted the resolution of censure by a voice
vote. 126 Cong. Rec. H4691-H4708 (daily ed. June 10, 1983,).
Lapse of time was also an issue in the disciplinary proceeding
against Representative Robert L. F. Sikes during the 94th Congress,
in 1976. In the Sikes case, the Committee took action for conduct that

occurred between three and euﬁht years prior to the Committee’s
t

action. H.R. Rep. No. 1364, 94th Cong., 2d Sess. (1976) ; 124 Cong.
Rec. 24379-87 (1976).7

VII. REsurms OoF INVESTIGATION

This section discusses, first, origins of the page scandal. The sec-
ond part of this section summarizes the overall findings of this in-
vestigation. The third section describes the three cases In which the
Special Counsel has found evidence of sexual misconduct and sets out
his recommendation in those cases. ‘

Finally, the fourth part of this section reviews numerous other al-
legations of sexual misconduct investigated by the Special Counsel
and sets out his findings and conclusions concerning them.

A. THE ORIGIN OF THE ALLEGATIONS AND THE ORIGINAL WILLIAMS AND
OPP CHARGES

The Special Counsel found no support whatsoever for the senss-
tional allgz'cations and charges of homosexuality that launched this in-
vestigation. To the contrary, the evidence developed contradicts every
one of the original highly publicized allegations made by the two
former pages. Those allegations resulted either from out-and-out
fabrication, overactive teenage imagination stimulated by converss-
tions with a journalist, or teenage gossip which has in virtually every
case proved to be utterly inaccurate. .

The full findings and conclusions of the Special Counsel concern-
ing (1) the origin of the allesa.tions, (28 the falsity of the allegations
made by Leroy Willians and Jeffrey Opp, and (3) the information

7In the Sikes case the House did not take action with respect to certain misconduct.
in rt because the activity occurred 15 years before. Among the charges st Sikes
whﬂ:’: were considered in 1976 was the allegation that in 1961 he had lionno | tlot:
“which created an obvious and significant confiict of interest.’’ H.R. Rep. No. 1364, 4
Cong., 2d Sess. 4. The Committee on Standards of Official Conduct expressed lta' concert
sbout the conflict but recommended no action with regard to it. The Committee’s Report
stated :
If such activity had occurred within a relatively recent time frame and had tl't
now become a matter of public knowledge, the recommendation of some form of ru o
ment would be a matter of public knowled the recommendation of some form e

nishment would be a matter for consideration by the Committee. However, the et:“
r.“ we are confronted with events that occurred approximately 15 years ago and at!l o
to some extent appear to have been known to Representative Sikes’ constituency wh
has continually re-elected him to Congress. For these reasons the Committee 4
to make a recommendation now of formal punishment. Id. at ¢-0.
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developed by the U.S. Capitol Police investigation into allegations of
misconduct involving p are set out in full in the Interim Report
of the Special Counsel filed with this Committee on December 14,
1982,and attached as Appendix A to this Report.

B. OVERALL FINDINGS OF THE INVESTIGATION

The investigation conducted by the Special Counsel has extended
beyond the original charges of sexual misconduct made by the two
former pages which led the House to initiate the investigation. Pur-
uant to H. Res. 518, the Sgecial Counsel has sought to determine
whether there is any responsible evidence of improper or illegal sexual
conduct by Members, officers, or employees o? the House of Repre-
entatives involving congressional pages. The focus of the investiga-
tion has been on the period from July, 1981, through June, 1982. To
sssure completeness, however, the Special Counsel sought to contact
every page employed by the House of Representatives during the past
three years. The Special Counsel also investigated allegations that he
has received of sexual misconduct involving pages, whatever the time
frame. Thousands of hours of investigators and Jawyers have been de-
roted to tracking down rumors and allegations of sexual misconduct
nvolving congressional pages.

For the overwhelming majority of pages their experience in the
House of Representatives ranks as one of the most important and re-
varding of their lives. The Special Counsel can report to this Com-
mittee, to the House, and to the Nation that he has found no evidence
whatsoever of widespread improper or illegal sexual conduct by Mem-

bers, officers, or employees of the House involving congressional pages.
' The evidence deveﬁ)ped in the course of this investigation has shown
time and again that allegations and rumors of misconduct were the
‘product of teenage exaggeration, gossip or even out-and-out fabrica-
tion that was often repeated mercilessly in a political capital that
thrives on rumor.

Three central findings dominate the exhaustive investigation carried
out by the Special Counsel.

First, the Special Counsel received no credible evidence of sexual
misconduct by Members, officers or employees of the House of Repre-
entatives involving congressional pages during the 1981-82 time pe-
nod involved in the original charges that prompted this investigation.

Second, as detailed in the Special Counsel’s Interim Report of last
December, the evidence obtained showed there was no merit whatsoever
n any of the original allegations of sexual misconduct made by the two
former pages, Leroy Williams and Jeffrey Opp, whose sensational
charges received such publicity a year ago. )

With the exception of three cases, the investigation uncovered no evi-
lence at all to support the dozens of allegations that the Committee
received concerning improper sexual conduct involving congressional
pages or preferential treatment of congressional pages in exchange for
exual favors. To the contrary, in all but three cases, the evidence
‘howed conclusivelv that these allegations were not true or that there

¥as no credible basis for the allegations.
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C. EVIDENCE AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THREF CASES
OF SEXUAL MISCONDUCT

1. Representative Daniel B. Crane
a. Investigation and findings

The Special Counsel first learned of the allegation that Representa-
tive Daniel Crane had a sexual relationship with a female page® in
the course of a deposition of another page concerning an unrelated
matter.

In that deposition, this page was asked if she was aware of any
Member or employee of the House who had a sexual relationship with
a page. The page responded that another female page, whom| she idan-
ti.é)ed, told her that she had dated Representative Daniel Crane and had
sexual relations with him.

Subsequent depositions of the named page, Representative Crane
and Clifford Downen, Representative Crane’s roommate and adminis-
trative assistant, established that the female page visited Represents-
tive Crane’s apartment at his invitation on approximately three to five
occasions in May and June 1980, and that Representative Crane, know-
ing she was a page, had sexual relations with her on each of those
occasions.

During the time of their sexual relationship, the page was 17 years
old ; Representative Crane was 44 years old.

i. Testimony of the page.—An 1nvestigator of the Special Counsel'’s
office interviewed the female page in question in late 1982. She had
been a House page from June 1979 through June 1980.

During this first interview, the page initially denied having knowl-
edge of any sexual relationships between pages and Members, officers.
or employees of the House. The investigator then informed the pa%e
that the Committee had received sworn testimony that she had told
another page that she had a sexual relationship with a Member of
Congress. ’%ﬁe age appeared shocked and was reluctant to discus
the matter further. The investigator asked if the page would discus
the matter if the investigator could name the correct congressman.
The page agreed. When the investigator named Representative Daniel
Crane, the page stated that she had en d in sexual relations with
him. The page stated that she had found the Congressman, as an older
man, very attractive, and that perhaps she was more responsible for
the sexuz relationship than he was. She did not blame Representative
Crane.

At her deposition, the page testified under oath that she met Rep-
resentative Crane through a male page she was dating. She testified
that in the winter of 1980, she made a friendly wager for a six-pack of
beer with Representative Crane on the outcome of a basketball game

he
s In each of three cases. the Special Counsel recommends that the Committee keep t
names of the former pages involved confidential as long as possible. There is subetan
precedent for the withholding of information on the activities and identities of mlnor‘_
In both the District of Columbia and the Commonwealth of Virginia, for example, lo'":_
ment files relating to investigations of child delinauency. abuse and neglect are ke t 9{01_
fidential. D.C. Code Ann. § 6-2126. §§ 16-2331 to 16-2333 (1981) ;: Va. Code Ann. §§ & .
248.8. 16.1-800 to 16.1-307 (1982). Proreedingn in the special courts handling clw'zl'“4
juvenile delinanency and neglect are usnally closed to the publie. D.C. Code Ann. § lﬁ-d- s
(1981) : Va. Code A’nn. 5'11“166.1-302, tlo.tlh—aos (l?S&).h{n boith ;:B:telc)::dm:; l::l’d tvh‘ery 1‘1”
information concerning c¢ ren up to the age o ghteen is

charged with particularly serious cl;lmen. D.C. Code Ann. § 16-2301(8) (1881) ; Va. Code

Ann. § 63.1-228.2(A) (1980).




221

32

to be played by the page’s hometown team. The page lost the wager.
Sometime in the spring, she went to Representative Crane’s office in
the Cannon building, around 8 p.m., carrying a six-pack of Heineken
beer to pay off the wager.

The page testified that Representative Crane asked if she wanted
some beer. When she replied that she did not like beer, Representative
Crane invited her out for a drink. They went to a bar in Virginia,
but because the page was under the legal drinking age, she could not be
served a drink. According to the page’s testimony, they then decided
to have a drink in Representative Crane’s apartment.

Q. Can you tell us what happened after you got to the apartment #

A. Well, he drank beer, and we had a discussion.

Q. Can you tell us what that was about ¢

A. Just about whether we were going to finish up or he was going to
take me home then.

Q. OK.
A. But I wouldn’t have gone that far if I didn’t already want to or

have in my mind that I was going to do something like that.
Q. When you say “whether you were going to finish up,” I take it
wl:thﬁr }i;)u were going to go to bed with him, 1s that right
. Right.
g. %T)i that subject come up prior to your getting to the apartment ?
. No.
Q. But you, just in your own mind, had thought about it before; is
that what you mean ¢
3,’ ﬁgél : ed
what happened ¢
A. We went to bese .
Q. And I take it from what you are saying, that was entirely volun-
tary on your part ?

A. Oh, yes.
Q. Did you—just to be clear—I don’t want to get you embarrassed

here. Did you have sexual relations with him that night ¢
A Yes.

¢ L & . L . ]

Q. Now, were there any other occasions after that when you went ou

with Congressman Crane { '
A. Went out with? No. _
Q. Were there any other occasions when you went to his apartment
again ¢
A. Yes. . .
Q. Can you tell us approximately how many times you went to his

apartment after that first night ¢

A. Three or four more times. _ '
Q- Did you have sexual relations with him on those occasions?

A. Yes.
L $ L  J L * ®
Q. And T believe vou made some comment to [Special Counsel’s in-
vestigator] to the effect that it was as much your fault as his; is that
right ¢
A. Right. It was my decision just as much as it was his.
8 L L ® L L ¢
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Generally, the page testified that she would meet Congressman Cra
on the floor of the House, usually on a Thursday, and he would ask hl;er
1f she wanted to get together. She would then either meet him at his
office or at his parking spot, and the two of them would go to his apart-
ment. On each of these occasions, Congressman Crane drove her back to
her residence in the District of Columbia.

To verify certain details of the page’s testimony, immediately after
the deposition, the Special Counsel’s office asked the page to identify
Representative Crane’s parking space, his car, and the name and loca-
tion of his apartment, and to take an investigator to his apartment.
The page was also asked to draw a diagram of Representative Crane’s
apartment. The page was given no prior warning that these requests
would be made. She carried out each of these requests accurately and
without hesitation.

1. Testimony of Representative Crane.—Representative Crane vol-
untarily agreed to two depositions. In his second deposition, Repre-
sentative Crane admitted that he had engaged in sexual relations with
the female page on each of the occasions when she visited his apart-
ment. He testified that, to his recollection, she visited his apartment
“roughly . .. about three times.”

tii. Statement of Representative Crane’s attorney.—On June 13
1983, the Special Counsel sent to Representative Crane’s attorney &
letter discussing a special procedure for Committee review of this
matter. That letter is attached at Appendix E, and the relevant por-
tion follows:

In light of the above, it is my responsibility to recommend
that the Committee take action to disapprove of Representa-
tive Crane’s conduct. This matter obviously involves issues of

t sensitivity for everyone, and I am particularly con-
cerned about the page involved if there are extended public
proceedings. Under the existing Committee rules, Repre-
sentative Crane is entitled to receive a Statement of Alleged
Violations from the Committee. Following the issuance of
such a Statement, the Committee would establish a timetable
for motions and briefs by counsel, and for a public hearing
with testimony and cross-examination of witnesses.

Procedures other than the Committee’s established ones
may be more appropriate to this case. Section 8 of H. Res. 518,
97th Cong., incorporated by H. Res. 12, 98th Cong., provides
that “the Committee is authorized to adopt special rules of

rocedure as may be appropriate.” If Representative Crane

oes not wish to contest the factual findings of the Special
Counsel and waives his right to a Statement of A}::fed
Violations and to a public hearing, I would be prepared to
recommend that the Committee adopt the following pro-
cedure: :

The Committee would provide Representative Crane with
his counsel the opportunity to present to the Committee,
either orally or in writing, a statement or arguments con-
cerning any legal, jurisdictional or other matters he wished
to raise (including arguments in mitigation). This statement
would be made before the Committee in executive session and
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would be analogous to the opportunity provided in Rule
11(a) (2) (A) of the Committee's Rules to a respondent in a
preliminary inquiry initiated by the Committee. The Special
Counsel would then file his report and recommendations with
the Committee, which will include a recommendation that his
report, and the facts in this case be made public, and the
Committee would then act. Under this procedure, there
would be no public hearing before the Commaittee.

The current investigation has been conducted pursuant to
House resolution. In any event, the Committee wants to as-
sure that Representative Crane has had all rights which
would have accrued to him if this investigation had been car-
ried out as a preliminary inquiry instituted by vote of the
Committee. In a preliminary inquiry, Representative Crane
would have the “opportunit yto present to the Committee,
orally or in writing a statement respecting the allegations”
In question. There%ore, Representative Crane is invited to
appear before the Committee at 9 a.m. on Wednesday, June
22, 1983. If Representative Crane agrees to the procedure set
out above, the June 22 meeting will afford the opportunity
to present those arguments which you wish the Committee
and the Special Counsel to consider. Otherwise, the June 22
meeting will serve simply as the opportunity to make a state-
ment analogous to the one described in Rule 11(a) (2) (A).

In the alternative set out above, I have tried to propose a
procedure that is fair to your client, sensitive to the interests
of the pages, consistent with maintaining the integrity of the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct and the House
of Representatives, and within H. Res. 518’s proviso that the
Committee is authorized to adopt special rules of procedures
as may be appropriate in this investigation. This letter
represents my own thinking on this issue and does not con-
stitute any prediction of what action the Committee or House
may choose to take.

The attorney for Representative Crane appeared before the Com-
mittee on June 22. Mr. Crane did not appear. On behalf of his client,
the attorney stated that Representative Crane did not dispute the
facts and waived his right to a Statement of Alleged Violation and
to a public hearing. He then argued that public disclosure and sanc-
tion were not warranted when weighed against the consensual nature
of the relationship. his contention that it was a private relationship
not having to do with official duties of the House of Representatives,
and the impact such disclosure might have on the page involved and
the family of Representative Crane. On June 28, the Special Counsel
requested confirmation of Representative Crane’s position in writing
(Anpendix E).

In subsequent letters, dated .July 7. 1983, and attached at Appendix
F, the attorney for Representative Crane affirmed his client’s agree-
ment with the procedure proposed bv the Special Counsel in his letter
of June 13, 1983, and recommended that the Committee take no action
on this matter, or in the alternative, seal the names of those involved.
Specifically, the attorney suggested that, rather than report this mat-
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ter to the House with a recommendation, the Committee could decline
to take any action with respect to the individual conduct, or report the
conduct to the House, and seal the names of the individuals involveq,
The potential harm to his client’s family, as well as the life of the
young woman, were cited by the attorney as reasons why the Com-
mittee should take no action on this matter. In his letter of July 7.
1983, the attorney further argued that the conduct involved was con-
sensual, unrelated to official duties and did not violate any Federal.
State or local law, and that no preferential treatment was given.

b. Recommendations with respect to findings of violations

Based on the evidence, the Special Counsel recommends that the
Committee find that Representative Crane engaged in a consensual
sexual relationship with a 17-year-old female page in the Spring of
1980. Under these circumstances and the standards set forth in Sec-
tion VI above, the Special Counsel recommends that the Committee
find that this was improper sexual conduct under H. Res. 518 of the
97th Congress and H. Res. 12 of the 98th Congress and that this con-
duct violated Representative Crane’s official obligation as a Member
of the House of Representatives and constitutes conduct that does not
“reflect creditably on the House of Representatives” in violation of
clause 1 of the Code of Official Conduct of the House.

That the conduct of Representative Crane in having sexual relations
with a teenage page constitutes improper sexual conduct and does not
reflect creditably on the House of Representatives seems clear. More
difficult is a determination of the appropriate sanction to be recom-
mended to the Committee.

. Possible sanctions

Section 3 of H. Res. 518 provides that the “committee . . . shall re-
port to the House of Representatives its recommendations as to such
disciplinary action, if any, that the committee deems appropriate by
the House of Representatives. . ..” Rule 17(b) (1) of the Rules of Pro-
cedure provides that the Committee may include in its recommenda-
tion to the House one or more of the following sanctions: expulsion.
censure, reprimand, fine, denial or limitation of any right, power.

rivilege or immunity of a Member, or “any other sanction determined
gy the Committee to be appropriate.” o _

The Committee rules set forth “general guidelines the Committee
considers appropriate for determining which. if any, sanctions to rec-
ommend to the House. ...” Rule 17(¢) (1). Those guidelines are:

“(2) For technical violations, the Committee may direct
that the violations be reported to the House without a recom-
mendation for a sanction. . . '

(3) With respect to the sanctions which the Committee
may determine to include in a recommendation to the House
respecting a violation, reprimand is appropriate for serious
violations, censure is eppropriate for more serious violations,
and explusion of a Member . . . is appropriate for the most
serious violations. A recommendation of a fine is approprate
in a case in which it is likely that the violaticn was committed
to secure a financial benefit; and a recommendation of a denial

or limitation of a right, power, privilege, or immunity of a
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Member is appropriate when the violation bears upon the
exerciss or holding of such right, power, privilege or
immunity.”

It is necessary to measure the circumstances of this case against the
rules set forth above and the precedents of the House of Represent-
atives.

i. Reprimand.—The four recent cases of reprimand, as discussed in
Section VI, involved (1) failure to report ownership of stock as re-
quired by the House and conflict of interest; (2) misrepresentation
in an unsworn answer to a Committee questionnaire relating to the
Korean influence investigation; (3) failure to report a political con-
tribution and (4) perjury before a congressional committee, failure
to report a campaign contribution and conversion of the contribution
to personal use.

u. Censure.—QOne of the two recent cases of censure involved a Mem-
ber. Charles H. Wilson, who received $10,500 “under circumstances
which might be construed by reasonable persons as influencing the
performance of his governmental duties . . . from a person . . . hav-
ing a direct interest in legislation before the Congress,” and who con-
verted campaign funds to personal use. These events occurred eight
and nine years before censure was voted. 126 Cong. Rec. H4691-H4708
(daily ed. June 10, 1980).

The other recent case of censure involved a Member, Charles C.
Diggs, who abused his staff and his clerk hire funds—giving them pay
raises and requiring them to pay certain of his personal expenses out
of those raises. An effort to increase the sanction from censure to ex-
pulsion failed on the House floor by a vote of 205 to 194. 125 Cong.
Rec. H6847-H6848 (daily ed. July 30. 1979). The House also required
the Member to repay the Honse $40,031.66, for the personal benefit he
received from his misconduct. 125 Cong. Rec. H6900-H6906 (daily ed.
Tuly 31, 1979).

iii. Expulsion.—The most recent case of expulsion involved a Mem-
ber, Michael J. Myers, who had been convicted of conspiracy and
bribery arising out of the Abscam investigation. H. Reﬁ). No. 1387,
96th Cong., 2d Sess. (1980) ; 126 Cong. Rec. H10309 (daily ed. Octo-
ber 2, 1980).

ir. Application of sanctions.—The circumstances of the Crane case
do not 1nvolve financial wrongdoing or commission of a crime. They
involve sexual relations on three to five occasions during the summer
of 1980 between a Member and a teenage page. There is no evidence of
coercion, or the use of drugs or excessive alcohol. There is no evidence
g} anbye preferential treatment or favors bestowed on the page by the

ember.

The Crane case is clearly distinguishable from the Diggs case in
which censure was voted. In the Diggs case, there was an element of
coercion in the sense that the employees had to turn over their raises to
Diggs as part of the terms of their employment. Nor does the Crane
caze Involve the commission of a felony, which was the basis for expul-
sion 1n the case of Representative Myers.
~ Thus, measured against the precedents, neither expulsion nor censure
I warranted in this case. And by the terms and apparent intent of the
rules, neither a fine nor a limitation on some privilege seems appro-

priate.
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That leaves two choices: a Committee recommendation for a repri-
mand by the House of Representatives or a Committee report of the
violation to the House without a recommendation for a sanction. Frop
the vantage point of Representative Crane, the publication of the vio-
lation of the Standards of Conduct itself may be a more severe punish-
ment than any action the House might take. Making his conduct public
leaves it to his constituents to weigh in any future bid for reelection,
But the institutional integrity of the House of Representatives requires
that the House itself act.

For the Committee to determine that the Member’s actions constitute
merely a “technical violation” that warrants no action by the House
seems 1nadequate. The sexual relationship may have been consensua),
but there is a difference between a 17-year-old page away from home
and a 44-year-old Member of the House of Representatives in terms of
responsibility, maturity, judgment and fiduciary obligation. The House
has always regarded pages as its wards and has always accepted a spe-
cial responsibility to them.

It 1s true that the sexual mores of the United States have changed
dramatically over the past two decades. Laws prohibiting adultery.
fornication and homosexual relationships are either being repealed or
¥nored. There is increasing recognition of the frailty of human nature.

he age of consent for sexual acts is being lowered to 16 in most juris-
dictions. But, as the Virginia and District of Columbia statutes indi-
cate, in situations where adults have special relationships to young
teenagers and where child abuse, seduction or sexual relations are in-
volved, the protected age is raised by law to 18 or, in the District of
Columbia, to 21. In Illinois, sexual intercourse with a female under 16
1s a felony; sexual intercourse with a 16 or 17-year-old is a misde-
meanor. These laws do not render Representative Crane’s actions a
crime. They do provide a sense of community standards relevant to the
appropriate sanction in this case. .

Eor the House. the issue is not whether a Member of Congress is free.
in the privacy of his personal life, to have sexual relations with a 16 or
17 year old who has reached the age of consent and who is not a House
page. For the House, the issue is whether the House of Representatives
has a duty to take some official action to express its disapproval of the
conduct of a Member who has sexual relations with a teenage page.
away from home, dependent on the House for secondary schooling and
financial support, to whom the House and its Members have repeatedly
recognized a special responsibility. The Special Counsel believes that
the House does have such a duty to the American people who have a
right to expect the highest standards from the House as an institution
and from its individual Members.

d. Recommendation of sanction

As Special Counsel, it is therefore my responsibility to recommentd
that the Committee recommend to the House a reprimand of Repre-
sentative Crane for conduct—namely having sexual relations with 2
teenage page, whom he knew to be a page. during the summer of
1980—that does not “reflect creditably on the House of Representa-
tives” in violation of Clause 1 of the Code of Official Conduct of the
House, Following past precedents, the reprimand would take the form
of a House Resolution adopting a Committee Report.
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§. Congressman Gerry E. Studds
a. Investigation and findings

The Special Counsel received several allegations of improper sexual
conduct under House Resolution 518, 97th Cong., 2d Session, concern-
ing Representative Studds. These allegations as to events which oc-
curred prior to the 1981-82 time period, which was the primary focus
of the Special Counsel’s inquiry, began to be received by the Special
Counsel soon after the investigation started in July, 1982. Two of
these allegations had appeared in a book, with the Congressman’s
identity concealed. The book itself was the subject of newspaper and
television news reports in the summer of 1982. Other allegations were
made directly to a member of the Committee and the Special Counsel’s

staff,

The Special Counsel’s staff interviewed and deposed many indi-
vidual’s including former pages, in the investigation of these allega-
tions.

One former page testified under oath that he had heard a rumor that
Representative Studds had travelled overseas with a congressional
page. He could not recall the name of the page who allegedly made the
trip. In another deposition, another former page provided the name of
Lshe ‘&age rumored to- have travelled overseas with Representative

tudds.

In his deposition, the male page who had allegedly travelled to
Europe with Representative Studds, testified that he had visited Rep-
resentative Stuc{c’is’ apartment at the Congressman’s invitation on at
least three or four occasions in 1973 and that Representative Studds
and the page had e in sexual activity on each of those occasions.
The page testified that in late July, 1973, Representative Studds in-
vited him to travel abroad durinF the August recess, The page agreed,
and the two took a two and a half week trip together abroad. Accord-
ing to the page’s testimony, they engaged in sexual activity every two
or three days during this tri(i).

The page was 17 years old during the time he testified that he had a
sexual relationship with Representative Studds; the relationship may
have begun when the p%: was 16, since the page was born in the spring
of 1956, At that time, Representative Studds was 36 years old.

Two other former pages, both male, have stated under oath that
Representative Studds made sexual advances to them in 1973 while
they were serving as House pages. One was 16 or 17 years old at the
time of the alleged incident ; the other was 17.

The Special Counsel and the Committee offered Representative
Studds an opportunity to be deposed in connection with this investiga-
tion. The Special Counsel’s letter is attached as Appendix G. For the
reasons stated in the letter of his attorney, also attached at Appendix
G, he declined. Representative Studds did cooperate with the Special
Counsel, making his staff available for interviews and depositions, and
his records available for review. At the Committee’s invitation, Repre-
sentatives Studds and his attorneys appeared and made statements
before the Committes.

i. Evidence concerning Representative Studds’ 1978 sexual rela-
tionship with a page—The Special Counsel’s staff interviewed the
former page who had travelled with Representative Studds twice
before his deposition. At each interview the page admitted travelling
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to Europe with Representative Studds, but he denied that he had been
sexually propositioned by the Member, and he denied that there had
been a sexual relationship between them. Then, just prior to his deposi-
tion, the page took aside a member of the Special Counsel’s staff and
told him that he had not been telling the truth. He stated then, and
testified under oath in his deposition, that he had a sexual relationship
with Representative Studds while serving as a House page during the
spring and summer of 1973.

This individual had been a congressional page in the House during
the Spring and Summer of 1973.° He was sixteen when he was ap-
pointed as a page.

The page testified that another page introduced him to Representa-
tive Studds and a group of other congressmen at a restaurant in May
or June, 1973. According to the page’s testimony under oath, sometime
after this introduction, Representative Studds invited the page to the
Representative’s house in Georgetown for dinner:

8. After you met Congressman Studds, did you and he get together
again shortly after that?

A. Yes. Shortly thereafter—I am not sure how long, how long it
was—but I was invited to go out to dinner with him and I did. The
dinner took place at his apartment in Georgetown. Would you wish
a follow-up question ¢

Q. The g)ﬂow-up question would be what happened at that dinner’

A. Well, we sat around and talked about abstract and general ques-
tions, all types and descriptions, until four in the morning, drinking
vodka and cranberry juice, at which time I was told by the Congress-
man that he was too drunk to give me a ride home and so he =aid.
“Why don’t vou sleep here ¢” and I did.

At that point, according to the page’s testimony. the Congressman
engaged the page in sexual activity.

he page testified that the sexual relationship continued after that
first night :
Q. I§id you and the Congressman get together subsequent to this!

A. Yes. I would imagine we had dinner three or four additional
times. Specifically I do not recall. But that is in the ballpark.

Q. And did you engage in sexual activity each time?

A. Yes.

Q. When the Congressman first invited you to have dinner and as you
got to know the Congressman, how did you feel in that environment.
that a Congressman was talking with you?

A. I was flattered and excited.

Q. Did vou feel intimidated ?

A. No, I did not. T would like to state at this time—it would probably
have been better if I had stated this in my onening statement—but the
Congressman or the Honorable Gerrv Studds was an intelligent, witty.
gentle man with I think a high level of insecuritv. He did nothing to me
which I would consider destructive or painful. In another time, 1n an-
other society. the action would be acreptable, perhaps even laudable.
Unfortunately this is not the case. T have no axe to grind with him.
I have nothing neaative to say about the man. In fact. T thourht that he
provided me with one of the more wonderful experiences of my life. if

* According to the Fouse recordr he began work as a page in mid-May. He remained o0
the House payroll until early August.
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ve exclude the instances of sexual experience which I was somewhat
uncomfortable with. But I did not think it was that big a deal.

 J * * * * * *

Q. You said you felt uncomfortable with it, did you continue with
him because he was a Congressman, because he was someone you were
impressed with ¢

K No. Well, I kept company with him because he was an intelligent
man, a fun person to be with. If I could have had my druthers, I would
have had the friendship that I had with the man without the sex. And
I mentioned that to him.

According to the page’s testimony, his sexual relationship with Rep-
resentative Studds continued during their trip together in August,
1973. The evidence does not indicate that any official funds were used
for the trip. The page testified that he paid his own airfare to Europe,
and a portion of the cost of meals and lodging with Representative
Studds. The page testified that his relationship with Mr. Studds ended
when they returned to the United States. The page also testified as
follows :

Q. Did Mr. Studds ever offer any preferential treatment or offer you
any inducement to have a relationship with him ¢

A. No, he did not.

Q. Did he ever threaten you or coerce you if you did not have a rela-
tionship with him?

A. He did not. Essentially all I needed to do to stop the relationship
was walk out the door, or not go in the door, as the case may be.

The page testified that he 1s not homosexual and he had not had a
homosexual relationship prior to his relationship with Representative
Studds.

ii. Sexual advances to two other pages.—The Special Counsel re-
ceived testimony under oath from two other former pages that Repre-
entative Studds made sexual advances to them in 1973. Each testified
that he rejected the advance.

First page: This individual was a page in the House from mid-1972
through mid-1974. He became seventeen years old in the spring of
1973. He testified under oath at his deposition that he met Repre-
entative Studds one evening in 1973 at a restaurant or bar on Capitol
Hill, while with a group of other pages. According to the page’s sworn
testimony, as the group of pages broke up later in the evening, Repre-
entative Studds offered to drive him home. The page accepted the
offer. But instead of driving to the page’s home, Representative Studds
drove to his own home where he and the page continued to drink and
talk for from one-and-a-half to three hours. According to the page’s
sworn testimony. Representative Studds then made a remark which
the page interpreted as a sexual proposition. At the time the incident
occurred, the page told at least two other individuals about it, one of
vhom was a staff member in the Doorkeeper’s office.

Second page : This page was also a congressional page in the House
from mid-1971 through mid-1973. He was seventeen years old in the
Spring of 1973. In a sworn statement, this individual stated that, one
evening after a late House session in the Spring of 1973, he went to a
har on Capitol Hill. He joined a group of individuals that included
Representative Studds and a number of pages, House staffers and
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Members of Congress. According to the page’s sworn statement, he
and Representative Studds, along with the others present, consumeq
a large quantity of alcohol in the course of the evening. The page
stated under oath that at the end of the evening, Representative Studds
offered to drive him and another page to their homes. Both pages ac-
cepted the offer. After dropping the other page off, Representative
Studds invited this page to Kepresentative Studds’ house for another
drink. At the house, the page stated that Representative Studds poured
alcoholic drinks for himself and the page, and made a sexual proposi-
tion to the page, which the page declined. The page said that he told
at least one other page about the experience. The page whom he told
about the experience testified that he informed a staff member in the
Doorkeeper’s Office about the incident.

Knowledge in Doorkeeper’s Office of sexual advances: Jack Russ,
who was Majority Chief Page of the House in 1973, testified under
oath that the first male page told him in 1973 that Representative
Studds had made a sexual advance to him in the Representative's
home. Mr. Russ said he did not pursue this matter because the first
page “wasn’t willing to pursue it” and because Russ “wasn’t sure at
that time whether or not he had mistaken a friendly gesture for an
advance or not.”

Mr. Russ was not the only official in the Doorkeeper’s Office who was
told of this incident. Another page testified under oath that in 1973 he
told the Republican Cloakroom Page Supervisor, Ron Lasch, about
Representative Studds’ approach to the first and second pages.

In his deposition, Mr. Lasch recalled that this page told him about an
incident in which Representative Studds made a sexual advance to one
or two pages; he could only recall the name of one, the first page dis-
cussed above. Mr. Lasch testified that with regard to the incident. he
did “Nothing, other than to suggest [to the page who told him of the
incident] that [he] and the other kids should keep their distance.”
He stated that he did not do more regarding the incident “Because I
didn’t feel I had any means of doing anything more, either through the
chain of command that I worked for or through any other set of cir-
cumstances, and that the best thing was that everyone be warned of 1t

and stay clear of it.”
b. Statement of Representative Studds and his attorneys

On June 13, 1983, the Special Counsel met with the attorneys for
Representative Studds and proposed to them the same procedure he
had proposed to Representative Crane. At that time, the Special Coun-
sel informed Representative Studds’ attorney of the names of the page
who alleged he had engaged in sexual activities with Mr. Studds, and
the first page who alleged that Representative Studds had made sexual
advances. Subsequently, on June 21, 1983, the day prior to Representa-
tive Studds’ appearance before the Committee, the Special Counsel ob-
tained a statement from another male page that Mr. Studds had made
a sexual advance to him. The Special Counsel informed the attorney for
Representative Studds of this, but did not provide the name because the
second page had not yet given testimony or a statement under oath.
Accordingly, in their appearance before the Committee on June 22.
Representative Studds and his attorneys were not in a position to ad-

dress the allegation of the second page.
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Representative Studds and his attorneys accepted the invitation of
the Special Counsel and the Committee to appear before the Commit-
tee on June 22. In the appearance before the Committee, Representative
Studds, through his attorneys, informed the Committee that he “does
not seek a contest of the essential facts” of a sexual relationship be-
tween the Congressman and the page in 1973. The attorneys for Repre-
resentative Studds also stated to the Committee that, “1'he facts will
also require a finding that the relationship involved no coercion, harass-
ment, preferential treatment or use of illegal drugs.”

In their appearance before the Committee, kepresentative Studds
and his attorneys argued that the sexual relationship of Representa-
tive Studds with a teenage page in 1973 (presumably, their argument
would also apply to the sexual advances to the other pages in 1973)
failed to meet the definition of improper sexual conduct adopted by the
Special Counsel and published by the Committee in the December 14,
1982, Interim Report because of ‘“‘the absence of actual preferential
treatment and coercion and because of staleness.” In the alternative,
Mr. Studds and his attorneys argued that, if the Committee concluded
that the conduct of Mr. Studds violated clause 1 of the Code of Official
Conduct and did not “reflect creditably on the House”, the Commit-
tee should report the facts “without reference to the names of the
Congressman or other persons involved. . . .”

At the hearing on June 22, and subsequently in response to a formal
request of the Special Counsel, Representative Studds and his attor-
neys stated that they did not wish to waive Representative Studds’
right to a Statement of Alleged Violation and a public hearing.
(Special Counsel's letter of June 27, 1983 and the response of Repre-
sentative Studds' attorneys is at Appendix H.)

For the reasons set forth in Section VI of this report, the Special
Counsel believes that any sexual relationship between a page and a
Member of the House is a violation of the Standards of Conduct for
House Members. In this case, however, the Special Counsel notes that,
according to the sworn testimony of the page, the relationship did
begin in a context of heavy drinking of alcohol. :

The sexual relationship did occur ten years ago. But in disciplining
its Members, the House is not bound by any statute of limitations. The
precedents of the House and the Committee in this area seem clear. In
1978, for example, during a Committee investigation of Representative
Charles H. Wilson of California in connection with the Korean
influence investigation, the Committee received evidence of other
questionable conduct. unrelated to its Korea investigation, that oc-
curred in 1971 and 1972. The Committee investigated that conduct and
in 1980 recommended that the Hounse censure Mr. Wilson for conduct
vhich occurred 9 years earlier. H. Rep. No. 930, 96th Con%, 2d
Sess. IT (1980). The House voted censure on June 10, 1980. 26 Cong
Rec. H4708 (daily ed. June 10, 1980). The conduct for which Mr.
Wilson was censured involved his use of campaign funds for personal
purposes, and conflict of interest. As the discussion in Section VI.d.
demonstrates, statutes of limitations and the doctrine of laches do not
3pply to House disciplinary actions.

Representative Studds’ attorneys alternatively argue that the con-
duct be reported and condemned without naming Representative
Studds. They have cited as precedent for this practice the fact that the
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Special Counsel did not name the Members of Congress referred to
in his Interim Report. But in that report, and later in this one, the
names of Members or House employees are not used where the allegs.
tions about them had no basis in fact.

Regreseptativq Studds’ attorneys requested that a notice of prelimi.
nary inquiry be issued prior to issuing a Statement of All Viola-
tions. Such a notice is not required. The Committee is proceeding under
H. Res. 518, not under Rule 13 of the Committee Rules. Moreover, Rep-
resentative Studds has already been provided at least as much infor-
mation as he would be entitled to in a Notice of Preliminary Inquiry.
He has also been given the opportunity, which he has taken advantage
of, to respond to the allegations botﬁ in writing and in a personal
appearance, accompanied by his atttorneys, before the Committee,
In any event, the Committee in the past has issued Statements of
Alleged Violation without issuing any Notice of Preliminary Inquiry,
for example, in the case of four Members involved in the Korean influ-
ence investigation. H. Rep. Nos. 1740, 1741, 1742, 1743, 95th Cong.,
2d Sess. (1978).

¢. Recommendation

Based on the evidence obtained in the course of this investigation, the
Special Counsel recommends that the Committee vote to have a State-
ment of Alleged Violation transmitted to Representative Studds. The
Special Counsel recommends that the statement include these counts:

(1) That during the period May to August, 1973 Representative
Studds engaged in a sexual relationship with a 17-year-old male page,
whom he knew was a page (which may have begun when the page was
16 years old), and which ended in August, 1973;

2) That in 1973 Representative Studds made sexual advances to s
second male page, who he knew was a page, who was 16 or 17 years old
at the time; .

(3) That Representative Studds made sexual advances to a third
male page in 19?3, whom he knew was a page, who was 17 years old at
the time.

The Special Counsel recommends that this Statement of Alleged
Violation state that such conduct constitutes improper sexual conduct
under H. Res. 518 and is a violation of clause 1 of the Code of Official

Conduct of the House of Representatives.
The Special Counsel recommends that the Statement of Alleged

Violation not include the names of the pages involved to protect the
identity of the former pages from being disclosed publicly at this time.
The names of two of these pages have already been provided to Repre-
sentative Studds, and the gpecial Counsel recommends that the name
of the third former page be provided to him when he is served with the
Statement of Alleged Violation. This procedure will assure that Repre-
sentative Studds has a fair opportunity to prepare his case, while for

the present, at least, keeping the identity of the pages confidential.

3. James C Howarth

a. Investigation and findings
On December 14, 1982, the Committee adopted a resolution commenc-
ing a preliminary inquiry into certain allegations involving the Ma)or-
it leief Page, James C. Howarth, an employee of the rkeeper s
ce of the House of Representatives. On January 27, 1983, the Com-
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mittee adopted a nearly identical resolution re-authorizing that inquiry
for the 98th Congress.

The evidence obtained in the course of the Preliminary Inquiry
indicau:ls that there is reason to believe that the following violations
occurred :

Howarth abused his position as Majority Chief Page and engaged in
sexual misconduct, in that during the spring of 1980 he had sexual rela-
tions on & regular basis with a female page directly under his super-
vision. At the time of this sexual relationship, the page was 17 years
old. Howarth was 28 years old.

Howarth failed to execute faithfully his duties as Majority Chief
Page and abused the authority of that position, in that he dispensed
special favors and preferential treatment, by allowing the page with
whom he was having sexual relations to take time off from her page
duties.

Howarth engaged in illegal narcotics activity, in that he purchased
and possessed cocaine in the Democratic Cloakroom of the House of
Representatives on two separate occasions.

i. Sexual misconduct.—The female page in question served as a page
in the U.S. House of Representatives from July, 1979, until June, 1980.
During that period. Howarth was an employee of the Doorkeeper’s
Office with the title of Majority Chief Page. In that capacity, he super-
vised pages and had direct supervisory responsibility over this page.

This page testified under oath that during approximately the last
two and one-half months of her page tenure she engaged in sexual rela-
tions with Howarth on a regular basis. She said that the relationship
was consensual.

The page testified that throughout the last several months of her
page tenure she spent nearly every night with Howarth at his apart-
ment.

The page testified that during this period she virtually stopped
attending class at the Page School. She said that she would “stay up all
night™ as a result of her relationship with Howarth, and that it was,
therefore, difficult to get up in time tjr))r the Page School’s early classes.

The page’s account of her relationship with Howarth is corroborated
to a significant extent by sworn testimony of the page’s sister and
mother, and by other pages.

The page also provided descriptions. which have been confirmed b

the Special Counsel’s office, of Howarth’s apartment and habits, includ-
ing his address in 1980, a detailed description of the layout and fur-
nishings of the apartment, and his shopping and living routines.
_ii. G'ranting of preferential treatment.—In addition to her allega-
tions of sexual misconduct, the page has also testified that Howarth
wranted her preferential treatment while she was employed as a page in
‘he House. The page testified that Howarth allowed her to take time off
from her page duties whenever she pleased. She testified that, on at
east one occasion, she feigned illness as an excuse.

iti. Illegal narcotics activity—Robert Yesh, a former employee of
the House, stated under oath that Howarth purchased cocaine from
him on at least three occasions during the period January, 1979,
through December, 1980. On at least two of those occasions, according
to Yesh’s sworn statement. Howarth purchased cocaine from him in
the Democratic Cloakroom of the House of Representatives. Yesh has
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stated under oath that Howarth purchased one gram of cocaine from
him for $100 in the Cloakroom on one occasion, and one-eighth ounce
OI cucauie Iroul Nua 10T Poul 1n the Cloakroom on another occasion.

Howarth’s use of cocaine is corroborated by testimony from the page
with whom Howarth was sexually involved.

b. Statement of Mr. Howarth’s attorney

Mr. Howarth’s attorney responded to the first Notice of Preliminary
Inquiry on January 5, 1983. In the response, his attorney stated that
Mr. Howarth was unable to respond to the charge of sexual miscon-
duct because he was not given “‘the name of the female page with
whom [he] allegedly conducted a relationship” and because of the
need for more specific times with respect to the other items in the
Notice. Mr. Howarth’s response to the second Notice of Preliminary
Inquiry was virtually identical. Mr. Howarth’s attorney was informed
that, under Committee rules, such a request for particulars was appro-
priately made in response to a statement of alleged violation, not in
the preliminary inquiry stage of proceedings. The attorney submitted
no further information and Mr. Howarth submitted no further state-
ment, orally or in writing, to the Committee.

o. Recommendations

Based on the evidence obtained, the Special Counsel recommends
that the Committee issue a Statement of Alleged Violation against
Howarth. The Special Counsel recommends that the Statement con-
tain four counts:

(1) That during the period from apjrroximately April, 1980,
through mid-June, 1980, Howarth violated clause 1 of the Code of
Official Conduct of the House of Representatives by engaging in a
sexual relationship on a regular basis with a 17-year-old female page
who was at the time employed as a congressional page by the Houx of
Representatives and was under his direct supervision. _

By engaging in a sexual relationship with a female page under his
supervision, Howarth breached his fiduciary duties to pages, abused
the trust given him as an employee of the House of Representative-.
and conducted himself in a manner which does not reflect creditably
on the House of Representatives. . .

(2) That during the same é)eriod of time, Howarth failed to execute
his duties as Majority Chief Page and dispensed special favors and

rivileges in violation of clause 3 and clause 5 of the Code of Ethic:

or Government Service and clause 1 of the Code of Official Conduct of
the House of Representatives by allowing the female page referred to
above to absent herself from her page duties whenever she chose. These
special favors and privileges constituted preferential treatment of a
page as a consequence of a sexual relationship. .

By granting these favors and privileges, Howarth breached hix fi-
duciary duties to pages, breached his obligations as an employee of the
House of Representatives, and conducted himself in a manner which
does not reflect creditably on the Honse of Representatives.

(3) and (4) That during the period January, 1979. through Decem-
ber. 198C. Howarth engaged in illegal narcotics activity bv purchasing
and possessing cocaine in the Democratic Cloakroom of the House of
Representatives on two separate occasions. Specifically. on one occasion
Howarth purchased in the Honse Demacratic Cloakroom one gram of
cocaine from a then employee of the House of Representatives. On an-
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other occasion, Howarth purchased one-eighth of an ounce of cocaine
in the House Democratic Cloakroom from the same employee.

By violating a criminal statute, the Code of Oflicial Conduct, and
the Code of Ethics for Government Service, Howarth abused the trust
given to him as an employee of the House of Representatives, breached
his obligations as an employee of the House of Representatives, and
conducted himself in a manner which does not. reflect creditably on the
House of Representatives.

The Special Counsel recommends that the Statement of Alleged
Violation not include the name of the page involved to protect the -
identity of the former page from being disclosed publicly at this time.
The Special Counsel recommends that the name of this individual be
provided to Mr. Howarth when he is served with the Statement of
Alleged Violation.

D. OTHER ALLEGATIONS

During the course of the investigation pursuant to H. Res. 518 and
H. Res. 12, the Special Counsel received other allegations of improper
or illegal sexual conduct by Members, officers, or employees of the
House of Representatives. The Special Counsel has investigated these
sliegations thoroughly and has found no evidence to support them.
The allegations and the results of the Special Counsel’s investigation
are summarized below. Since these allegations are without substanti-
sting evidence, the Special Counsel has not included the names of the
individuals involved in the allegations.!

Allegation
On July 8, 1982, the New York Daily News published an article
headlined, “Say Dem & Page Went on Gay Tour.” The article states:

“A Democratic Congressman took a teenage male Capitol
Hill page on a tour of gay bars in Key West, Florida, during
8 Christmas vacation. . . , A Washington resident said he
spotted the teenager in a Key West bar in December, 1979
and the youngster admitted that ‘an older man’ had taken
him to the Florida resort for the Christmas vacation. He
pointed out a man sitting at the bar as his companion, and the
Washington resident identified him as a member of the House
of Representatives,”

This article was itself the subject of an article in the Fort Worth
Star Telegram on July 8, 1982, entitled, “Tour of Gay Bars Alleged.”

Investigation.

The Special Counsel attempted to determine which Congressman
was referred to in the article. and requested the Daily News to provide
that information so that the story could be investigated. A reporter for
the News mentioned the name of the Congressman to at least one
former page whom he interviewed for the story. The Daily News re-
porter confirmed to the Special Counsel’s office that he had con-
tacted this page regarding this allegation. Bevond this, the Daily
News reporter who wrote the story and the Dailv News reporter
who called the page about the article in J uly, 1982, refused to be inter-

¥ The Bpecial Counsel also received a number of allegations about individuals no longer
tociated with the House of Representatives. These allegations have not been pursued.
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viewed by the Special Counsel’s staff. The Daily News has refused to
tell the Special Counsel whom the story was about. This conduct is
in sharp contrast to the cooperation of the Daily News and one of its
reporters with the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, when it pro-
vided reportorial notes in connection with the nomination hearings of
Kenneth Adelman. The exchange of correspondence between the
Spceial Counsel and the Daily News is reproduced as Appendix I to
this Report.

~ One former page whose deposition was taken in the course of this
investigation testified under oath that a reporter from the Daily News
had asked him if a specific, named Congressman (Congressman 1) had
taken a page to Key West, Florida. In addition, the press secretary
for Congressman 1 testified under oath that he was contacted in the
summer of 1982 by a reporter who asked about a trip by Congressman
1 to Florida with a page. The press secretary said that the reporter
could have been from the Daily News, but he wasn't certain.

The Special Counsel therefore investigated the possibility that Con-

man 1 was the Congressman referred to in the article. It has been
established that Congressman 1 did take a trip to Key West, Florida
in December, 1979, but the Special Counsel has not found any evidence
that he was accompanied by a congressional page on this trip.

Investigators from the Special Counsel’s staff reviewed the Con-
gressman’s official travel records for 1979 and 1980. These records did
not indicate any official trip by him to Key West, Florida. The Special
Counsel’s staff then sought to determine if he had made a personal
trip to Florida. Interviews with the Congressman’s staff indicated that
he had travelled to Key West around Christmastime, 1979.

The Special Counsel requested and reviewed the Congressman's

rsonal credit card receipts, telephone bills and travel records. The
ge ial Counsel obtained the hotel registratior records from a Key
V&):sct hotel, which indicated that the Congressman was in Key We:t,
Florida for a week at the end of December, 1979 through the begin-
ning of January, 1980. _

aving determined that Congressman 1 was in Key West, Florida
at the time described in the newspaE:r article, the Special Counsel
next sought to determine if he had been there with a congressional
page. Investigators obtained from the Clerk of the House a list of
all persons who had been pages in December, 1979. The Special Coun-
sel also obtained a computer printout listing all persons who had been
ages in December, 1979 and January, 1980. Other records in the
gpecial Counsel’s Office were checked for additional names.

From these sources investigators obtained the names of seventy-
three persons who had been pages at that time. Attempts were made to
interview all of these pages by telephone regarding any information
they had about a page taking a trip to Key West with a Congressman.
Letters were sent to twenty-five former pages who could not be reached
by telephone. The Special Counsel has received responses to eleven
letters. Fifty-nine of these former pages have been interviewed re-
garding this matter: one has been deposed under oath. None of the
fifty-nine pages had any information linking Congressman 1 with any
page in a trip to Key West in 1979-80.
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The Special Counsel obtained copies of tickets of all passengers on
the Eastern Airlines flights taken by the Congressman on his way to
Key West from Washington, D.C., and on his return. A review of these
tickets confirmed that Congressman 1 was ticketed on each of these
flights. The names of all other ticketed passengers were reviewed to
determine if any congressional pages were aboard these flights. The
Special Counsel compared the names with the listings of pages for that
period and it was determined that none of the pages were listed as
passengers. The registration records of the hotel where Congressman 1
stayed in Key West, Florida were also obtained. No name of a congres-
sional page listed in the records provided by the House appeared on the
hotel’s books.

The former gage who was deposed in this matter stated that in Janu-
ary, 1980, another page told him he had gone to Key West in December,
1979, with a Member of Congress who was a friend of his father. This
Congressman was not Congressman 1. That former page who was iden-
tified by the witness was interviewed regarding this allegation. He
stated that his father was a friend of this other 6ongressman. He said
he had not been in Key West with either his father or this Congressman
in December, 1979, nor had he told anyone that he had been.

Conclusion

In spite of being able to confirm that Congressman 1 was in Key
West, Florida, around Christmas of 1979, the Special Counsel has not
uncovered any evidence that he was accompanied by a congressional
page on this trip.

he Special é)ounse] also investigated three other allegations involv-

ing sexual misconduct by this Congressman which were not substanti-
sted. Since one of these allegations concerned Congressman 1 and con-
gressional pages and another concerned possible sexual harassment of
2 House employee, the Special Counsel investigated these alle%?tions
to determine if any activity within the scope of H. Res. 518 and H. Res.
12 had taken place.

Allegation

A District of Columbia Metropolitan Police Department detective,
vho had investigated allegations of illegal activity by Members, officers
'remployees of the Congress, testified under oath as follows:

... I received a phone call from a gentleman that told me in
relation to the arrest of a Mr. Hinson, Congressman Hinson,
for homosexual acts, that the Capitol Police, in setting up that
electronic stakeout using video equipment, had in fact run
across an earlier member who had engaged in a homosexual
act in the same men’'s room, but were obligated to make a
phone call to the Speaker’s Office to verify the enforcement
activity that would ensure and that gentleman—as I received
it. and again I can’t qualify [sic]—was [Congressman 1].
They were informed that he was to be run out of the men’s
room subsequent to his committing purportedly a homosexual
act which the Capitol Hill Police observed and was dismissed.

The Special Counsel's office received a similar allegation from a
lewspaper reporter who had been told that Congressman 1 had been

28-290 0 - 83 - 16



238

49

caught in a situation similar to that involving former Congressman
John Hinson, and that the Speaker had covered up for Congressman 1.

Investigation

Because of the seriousness of this charge, the Special Counsel con-
ducted a detailed investigation of this allegation. 1 he police captain—
a Metropolitan Police Department ofticer who was on detail to the
United States Capitol Police Department—who supervised the
surveillance operation which resulted in the arrest of Congressman
Hinson, was interviewed and deposed. He testified that Congressman
1 was never observed in the Longworth House Office Building men's
room that was under surveillance during this investigation. He stated
that another congressman, not Congressman 1, was observed in the
men’s room, but this other congressman did not do anything to warrant
arrest.

Two United States Capitol Police officers who participated in the
surveillance were interviewed separately and gave sworn statements
regarding this allegation. Each officer stated under oath that he did
not see any congressman other than Hinson in the men’s room during
the time they conducted surveillance of the room.

Sworn statements were also obtained from two police sergeants
who had also participated in the investigation. One stated under oath
that he did observe a congressman other than Mr. Hinson in the men’s
room, but it was not Congressman 1. He said he did not observe this
congressman involved in any homosexual acts. He said he also observed
a Capitol tour guide, a Senate employee, and various other individuals
who were not employed by the Congress. He stated under oath that
he did not recall receiving any instructions, prior to or during his
surveillance, to report to any higher authority the name of any con-
gressman seen before making an arrest. He also stated under oath that
the police were not focusing on any one individual, nor were they
going to give any individual a break.

The other sergeant stated under oath that Mr. Hinson was the only
person he saw during the surveillance whom he recognized as being a
congressman. He also stated that he received no instructions from
USCP officials or others relating to not making an arrest of a congress-
man.

The Chief of the United States Capitol Police was also deposed
about this matter. He stated under oath that. in advance of the Hinson
arrest, he had told thé Sergeant-at-Arms of the House that the com-
plaint about the men’s room might involve Members of Congress. He
said the Sergeant-at-Arms told him that there was no alternative
except to enforce the law. The Capitol Police Chief said that it was
reported to him that another congressman was observed 1n the men
room, but that he told the captain in charge of the surveillance.
« __ whatever violation occurred, just arrest the perpetrators. ..." He
further stated under oath that the only directive he received was
«  to enforce the law and to make arrests. whoever they might be.

Finally. the individual who was the Sergeant-at-Arms at the time
of the investigation was deposed regarding this allegation. He testi-
fied under oath that he told the Chief of the Capitol Police to “arrest
anyone . . . engaging In any activity” warranting arrest. He stated
that he did not issue or receive any instructions regarding any Member
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of Congress, that no names of particular Members were mentioned to
him regarding the investigation, and that, in fact, Representative
Hinson’s name was reported to him only after Representative Hinson
was arrested. The former Sergeant-at-Arms stated that he told the
Speaker that the investigation was under way, but that the Speaker

ve him no instructions other than to proceed with the investigation.

In addition, employees of the Speaker’s Office were interviewed and
stated that they were unaware of any directions or actions taken to
“protect” any Congressman. _

The reporter who made the similar allegation was contacted four
times by the Special Counsel’s staff and asked to name the source of
his allegation or have the source contact the Special Counsel’s staff.
The reporter would not reveal the name of his source. but he did agree
to ask the source to contact us. This source has not contacted the
Special Counsel’s staff.

The reporter admitted that he was passing on information he had
heard. He has not published this allegation, and the Special Counsel
has not been able to substantiate it independently.

Conclusion

The Special Counsel was unable to ascertain the source of this
rumor. Based on the available evidence, it appears that in fact Con-
gressman 1 was never observed in the Longworth House Office Build-
ing men’s room which was under surveillance when Mr, Hinson was
arrested, and-that no attempt to coverup took place.

Allegation .
A House employee testifird under oath that soon after he went to
work for Congressman 1in 1979:

A friend of mine who works in another congressional staff
mentioned that she had heard [that Congressman 1] had had
problems with pages, sexual problems with pages, in the past,
and the Speaker had beiled him out on one past occasion.

This employee did not himself aﬁpear convinced that the story was
accurate. He testified further about his conversation:

Once again, though, 1 have to warn you, that this is rumor
that was passed on to me, and I think it was rumor that she
heard, and I just don’t want to pass it on or leave you with
the impression that it was anything but runior.

Investigation

The Special Counsel deposed the person whom this employee said
told him this story. She denicd having any knowledge from any source
that Congressman 1 was sexually involved with pages or that Con-
gressman 1 had been “bailed-out” by the Speaker for any problem
involving sexual activity. She denied ever saying this to the employee
vho made the allegation. She said she thought that Congressman 1’s
name might have been mentioned in connection with pages when the
"page scandal” broke in the summer of 1982, but she did not recall
ever discussing this with the other employee.

She did not recall a conversation with this employee about Con-
gressman 1’s homosexuality after he went to work for the Congress-
man. She did recall a later converation with him when Congressman
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1's homosexuality might have been discussed. As to a bail-out of Con.
gressman 1 by the Speaker, she did not recall ever hearing such a
rumor, or mentioning it to the other employee.

Both of these employees were credible witnesses. The alleged source
of the allegation was represented by counsel at her deposition. It is
possible that she may have mentioned something to 3:: other em-
ployee which she does not now recall, or that he read a meaning into
something she said which she did not intend. The Special Counsel con-
cludes that she did not lie under oath, and was telling the truth when
she said she does not have any knowledge about a bail-out of Congress-
man 1 by the Speaker.

Conclusion

On the basis of these interviews and depositions it appears possible
that a rumor may have been circulating among congressional staff or
the gress concerning Congressman 1 and a page and about a “bail-out”
by the Speaker. No evidence, however, has been uncovered to identify

e source of these rumors or to substantiate them.

Allegation

A newspaper reporter contacted the Committee and said that Con-
gressman 1 had tried to sexually intimidate an employee. This employee
worked for the Congressman as a legislative aide from July, 1979, until
he was fired at the end of December, 1980. Before and after this time,
this employee worked for another Congressman. He was born in 1947,
and was thirty-two years old when he was allegedly subjected to sexual
intimidation.

Investigation .

The employee testified that shortly after he was hired he accom;_»(a-
nied Congressman 1 on an overnight trip to his district in August, 1979.
They stayed at the Congressmans’ home, which had one bedroom with
two beds. While they were talking prior to going to bed, the employee
testified he became very uncomfortable because he was carrying the
conversation while the Congressman sat and stared at him. He there-
fore excused himself and went to bed. He testified that about five min-
utes later, Congressman 1 walked into the bedroom, opened the door
and said, “I have just one question.” The employee recalls saying,
“What is that?” The Congressman said, “Would you like some com-
pany in the bed $” The employee testified that he replied, “Absolutelx
not, I am going to get some sleep and I suggest you do the same.
He further testified that the incident was not repeated that night or at
any other time during the trip, but he and Congressman 1 did not take
any more trips together.

The employee was fired by Congressman 1 some 16 months after the
incident.

In May, 1981, five months after he left Congressman 1’s staff. the
employee wrote a letter to Congressman suggesting that he had been

the victim of sexual harassment. .
The emplovee testified under oath that he believes he was fired be-

cause he and Congressman 1 were never able to work together as a team
after certain tensions srew up hetween them. He attrihnted these ten-
sions to the incident described above. The employee testified that, after
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the August, 1979 incident, Congressman 1 became more critical of his
work and it was sometimes difficult to see him on business.

The Special Counsel’s staff interviewed and deposed other staff em-
ployees of Congressman 1 about their work.ini relationship with the
employee and their perception of his relationship with the Congress-
man. Without exception, they testified that this employee did not get
slong with his fellow workers in the Congressman’s office; that they
felt that this employee was not carrying out his responsibilities; and
that he did not have a good working relationship with Congressman 1.

Conclusion

The Special Counsel concluded that even if the alleged sexual propo-
sition took place, the evidence obtained provided an insufficient basis to
conclude that the firing was in retaliation for the employee’s refusing
that sexual proposition. First, the alleged proposition was made one
month after the employee was hired, and the employee remained on the
staff for another 16 months. Second, the unanimous testimony of other
staffers indicated that there were independent reasons for the employ-
ee’s dismissal.
Allegation

Two television news broadcasts, one i1n November, 1981 and one in
July, 1982, reported allegations that foreign intelligence agents were
using male prostitutes to compromise high government ofhcials, and
purchasing client lists from homosexual prostitution services. Each
broadcast was based on an interview with an unnamed, silhouetted
informant. No Members, officers or employees of the House were men-
tioned by name in these reports. However, according to the November,
1981 broadcast, a callboy who had a Congressman among his customers
was approached by a Soviet agent for information. The July, 1982
broadcast stated that lists confiscated from male prostitution services
included names of “Members of Congress and top congressional aides.”

Investigation

The Special Counsel located and interviewed the individual who
appeared in the November, 1981 broadcast. He had worked as an
informant for various law enforcement agencies, including the New
York State Crime Commission. This informant told the Special
Counsel’s Office that he had no knowledge of any Member, officer or
employee of the House involved in any illegal or improper sexual
conduct, or whose name has been on any list furnished to foreign
intelligence sources by male prostitution services. He said that he
activelv and diligently sought out Capitol Hill people during his in-
vestizative activity but could find none. In addition, this informant
told the Special Counsel’s office that media reports of the KGB having
access to call services’ client lists were the result of “irresponsible”
reporting that he was unable to confirm.

This informant had testified before the New York State Crime
Commission and had been debriefed by Commission staff prior to that
testimonv. The Counsel to the Commission told the Special Counsel’s
Office that the informant had no information about anv illegal or
Improper sexual conduct of any Member. officer. or emplovee of the
U.S. House of Representatives. The informant made no allegations
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concerning Members, officers, or employees of the House to the Com-
mission or its staff or in any of the media reports.

The Special Counsel’s Oftice located and interviewed the individua)
who was interviewed in the July, 1982 broadcast. This individual pro-
vided no information to Special Counsel’s staff concerning activities
of foreign intelligence agents or their use of male prostitute lists to
obtain information from Members, officers or employees of the House.
This individual had worked as an informant for the Metropolitan
Police Department. The detective with whom the informant worked
told the Special Counsel’s office that he believed the informant was
not telling the truth in the Juy, 1982 broadcast since he mentioned
incidents he had never reported to the police department.

Conclusion

The Special Counsel found no evidence to support further investi-
gation of these allegations. In addition, the Special Counsel’s investi-
gation found substantial questions as to the credibility of the source
of the July, 1982 broadcast.

Alegation

The Special Counsel received from several sources variations of a
rumor that sometime between 1979 and 1981 a page became pregnant by
a Congressman, had an abortion and was sent home before her term
einre . One variation of the rumor alleged that the Congressman in-
volved gave the page money for an abortion or to keep her quiet.

Investigation
The Special Counsel conducted a thorough investigation of these
rumors and found that two female pages had abortions during this time
period. The Special Counsel determined that in neither instance was the
rson who made the page pregnant a Member or employee of the
ouse,

Page A

A former Senate page who had dated Page A, told the Special Coun-
sel’s investigators that Page A, who was sent home from the page pro-
gram before completing her term, told him that she had had an abor-
tion. The former Senate page said that Page A did not attend her
classes regularly and was doing poorly in her studies. He believed this
was the reason she was sent home.

Page B, who served as a page from June, 1979 to June, 1980, told the
Special Counsel’s office in a sworn statement that he had been told that
another page had seen a check made out to Page A from the Congress-
man who sponsored her. According to what Page B was told, Page A
had said that the check was for a dress. However, Page B was also told
by Page C or D that the check was for an abortion, not a dress. P
stated that he believed the check was in an amount not more than $200.
He said that he had never spoken to Page A about the matter and never
received any information about it except second-hand from either
Page C or D.

C told the Special Counsel’s office that she had heard a rumor
that A and Page A’s congressional sponsor had had a “gpecial
relationship. Page C emphasized that this was only a rumor. Pa.%e D
said she hng heard rumors that Page A had become pregnant and left,
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but had not heard that a Congressman was involved or that Page A
received any money.

Page A told the Special Counsel that. she had been dismissed from
her page assignment because she was not attending school as a result of
frequent illnesses. She also stated, however, that in March, 1980 she
became pregnant by her boyfriend who lived in her home town. As a
result of the pregnancy, and related sickness and emotional stress, her
school atttendance became worse. She was told by the Doorkeeper’s
Office that she was being sent home because of poor grades and attend-

ance.

Page A stated that she returned home when her page appointment
was terminated and that she and her boyfriend decided that she should
get an abortion. Page A said that, on May 5, 1980, she had an abortion
at a medical clinic in her home town. The abortion was paid for in cash

rovided to Page A by her boyfriend. Page A’s statements regarding

ﬁer pregnancy, her abortion, and the role of her boyfriend were re-
peated by her under oath in a sworn statement. The Special Counsel’s
office also obtained statements from Page A’s boyfriend concerning
these matters under oath. Page A’s boyfriend confirmed the story that
Page A told in all particulars. Page A’s boyfriend stated under oath
that he was not associated in any way with the House of Representa-
tives.
Page A stated under oath that she did not tell her congressional
sponsor of her pregnancy or abortion. Page A also stated under oath
that the Congressman who sponsored her is a personal, lifelong friend
of her family and that her mother has worked in his election cam-
paigns throughout his political career. Page A said that her father
died when she was eight years old and that her congressional sponsor
has helped the family from time to time. Page A stated under oath
that in May, 1980, this Congressman presented her at her debutante
ball. Page A also stated that in March, 1980, her sponsor gave her a
check for $250.00 to purchase a gown for this occasion. In April, 1980,
she cashed the check and used the money to purchase a gown, shoes,
and purse at a bridal shop in her home town. Page A also stated that
asbout one week before cashing the check, she showed it to the owner
of the bridal shop.

The owner of the bridal shop confirmed Page A’s statements. The
shop owner stated under oath that on April 9, 1980, Page A purchased
1 gown and that sometime in the week prior to making the purchase
Page A had shown her and her husband a check given to her bv her
congressional sponsor in the amount of $250.00. Since it was a third-
partv check. the shop owner asked that Page A cash the check and
pav for the gown in cash. The owner provided the Special Counsel
with a copy of the receipt for the dress in the amount of $187.95.

Page E

The same former Senate page who related the rumor about Page A,
also told the Special Counsel’s office under oath that he had heard that
Page E had become pregnant and had an abortion. This former Sen-
Ate page also said that he was certain that the male involved with
Page E was his hrother who had visited him in Washington for ahout
three weeks in January, 1980 and had dated Page E regularly during

that period.
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The brother stated under oath that he met Page E during a 22 day
visit with his brother in January, 1980 and that, a few days before his
departure from Washington, D.C., he and Page E became sexually
involved. He said that about six weeks after he left Washington, Page
E called him and told him she was pregnant as a result of their rela-
tionship. About two weeks later she called again and told him she had
had an abortion. He did not offer, nor was he asked, to pay for the
abortion. The Special Counsel found no evidence that the brother was
employed by the House, or that he was associated with the House in
any other way. The Special Counsel’s office found no evidence that
Page E left the page program before completing her appointment.

The Special Counsel found no evidence to support the allegation
that either Page A or Page E became pregnant as a result of a rela-
tionship with a Member, officer, or employee of the House, or that
either received any money from a Memger or employee relating to a
pregnancy or abortion.

% * * * - L

Alegation

A former male page, Page F, testified under oath that while he was
a Page he had a sexual relationship with a female employee of the
House.

Investigation

Page F was 16 years old at the time of the alleged relationship and
he testified that the female employee was six to ten years older. Page
F refused to divulge the name of the female employee, He stated that
the person was not a supervisor of his and that there was no coercion
involved. Page F did say that the employee told him “she wouldn'
give [him] difficult runs.” Subsequent efforts by the Special Counsel’s
office to learn the name of the House employec involved were unsuc-
cessful. However, the Page’s father told the Special Counsel that the
employee wus a secretary who was in no position to give the page any
preferential treatment and that the reference to “difficult runs” was
made in a joking manner.

Conclusion

The evidence obtained by the Special Counsel indicates that there
may have been a relationship with a secretary. However, Page F
would not identify the secretary involved, and the father of the page
informed the Special Counsel that the page would not cooperate fur-
ther with any investigation. In addition, Page F had made other
statements that the Special Counsel found to be unreliable. Moreover.
if the page’s story is credited, it appears that the House employee 1n-
volved did not supervise pages and did not hold a high position in the
House, and that no preferential treatment, coercion, or harrassment
was involved. Under all the circumstances, the Special Counsel did not
pursue this matter further.

L & * E . *

Allegation and investigation

Page G told the Special Counsel’s staff that she was invited to dinner
by a Congressman and that when she refused his invitation, the Con-
gressman jokingly asked her whether she liked her job and wanted to
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keep it. Page G said that although she had not viewed the remark as
3 tgreat and felt that the Congressman had been joqug, she was
ofiended by the remark. The page said she reported that incident to her
congressional sponsor who, she said, subsequently told her that the
<tuation had been taken care of. According to the page, the Congress-
man did not speak to her again, and no further incidents occurred.

Conclusion
While the Congressman’s remarks were ill-advised and in poor taste,
the Special Councel found no evidence that any sexual misconduct

occurred.

Allegation

Page H testified that in July, 1981 a page named Diane was rumored
to have had a sexual relationship with a Member of Congress. Page H
recalled neither the last name of the Page nor the name of the Member

sllegedly involved.

[nvestigation

The page school records, finance records and page printouts (1978-
\2) were reviewed in an attempt to identify a Diane who fit the circum-
tances of the rumor. Several pages with the first name Diane were
eliminated based on the times of their terms as pages, their residences
and, or physical descriptions.

Two pages named Diane were located and interviewed. The first page
stated that she resided at home during her tenure, not at the location
mentioned in the rumor, and was kept under a very strict curfew by her
parents. She denied any knowledge of sex or drug activities.

The second page also told the Special Counsel’s office that she resided
at home during gher tenure as a page, not at a location compatible with
the rumor. She stated that she had no knowledge of the activities de-
<ribed in the rumor.

Conclusion
The Special Counsel found no evidence to support the allegation.
L J t ’ % * . L
Allegation

A former male page, Page I, told the Special Counsel’s office that he
iad been sexually approached by a man whom he believed to be a legal
onsultant for an unknown Member of Congress.

Investigation

Page I testified that in early 1979 he had met the alleged legal con-
wultant at a Pennsylvania Avenue bar. In April, 1979, the page played
vjuash with the man, after which they drove back to the man’s apart-
ment where the man made homosexual advances. House personnel rec-
ords do not contain the name given to Page I by the “legal consultant.”
Apparently he either gave a false name to the page or lied about his
*mployment. The page could provide no further identification of the
individual.
Conclusion

Because of the lack of information there was no way to pursue the

matter further.
N . s . . Y *
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Allegations of pages J and K
Pages J and K made a variety of allegations in interviews with the
FBI and/or in interviews and depositions conducted by the Special
Counsel’s office. As a whole, these allegations are based on second or
third-hand information and on vague feelings or impressions. In ad-
dition, in several instances the accounts given of events by Pages J and
K are directly contradicted by others or by themselves in subsequent
testimony. In general, the Special Counsel found them not to be cred-
ible witnesses. However, due to the serious nature of several of the
allegations, the Special Counsel did investigate the charges, and the

ts are summarized below.

Allegation
Page J told the FBI and the Special Counsel’s staff that Congress-
man 2 was involved in a homosexual relationship with Page K who

had been fired when he “started to talk.”
Investigation

The Special Counsel’s staff deposed both pages as well as individual:
who had participated in the decision to terminate Page K. Page .J tes-
tified that his suspicions were based on Page K’s continual praise of
Congressman 2, his “total access” and late night visits to the Congress-
man’s office, and on page K’s mannerisms and general gossip. Page J
testified that he had no evidence to substantiate his claim. Page .J also
testified that Page K had been terminated because he had “started to
tali(l” about this relationship with the Member, and had thus become

a threat.

Page K, who was allegedly involved with the Congressman, denied
the existence of a sexual relationship, as did the Congressman. Mem-
bers of the Doorkeeper’s staff testified that they had recommended
Page K be terminated due to failing school grades, poor work attend-
ance, and improper activities, which included writing bad checks.
lying to page supervisors to obtain a free weekend and possible use of

rugs. The Doorkeeper testified that he took these elements into ac-
count in deciding to terminate Page K but that his office does not keep
official records of the reasons for terminating pages. Congressman -
stated that Page K was dismissed on the basis of the Doorkeeper:
recommendation because of drug activities, attendance at all night
parties, and lax work performance, The reason given to the other
pages for the dismissal was poor grades. This explanation was used
to avoid tainting the page and the House of Representatives.

Two staff members of the page’s sponsor confirmed that the sponsor
agreed to terminate the page because of his involvement with drugs
and deficient grades. The Special Counsel’s examination of Page K=
school records showed that his highest grade in his two semesters at the
Page School was “C+” and that he also received one “C—7". four
“D’s,” and one Incomplete.

C onclusion

The Special Counsel had found no evidence to support either the
allegation of a homosexual relationship with a Congressman. or the
allegation that the page was terminated in order to cover up any

relationship.
¢ & s L ] ® s
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Allegation

Page J also told the FBI and the Special Counsel’s staff that Con-
gressman 2 was involved in a homosexual relationship with a young
staff assistant, S, who Page J believed was a page.

Investigation

The stafl assistant, S, told the Special Counsel’s staff that he was an
sssistant in Congressman 2’s office from September, 1981 to June, 1982,
not 8 page. The page personnel records for this period reviewed by
Special Counsel staff showed no one with his name was employed as a

age. S denied the existence of a sexual relationship between himself
and the Congressman. The Congressman also denied allegations of
sexual misconduct with the young staff assistant. Page J testified that
he suspected a sexual relationship because Congressman 2 gave the
sssistant “significant responsibility,” such as using the assistant as a
chauffeur, and because the mannerisms of the staff assistant suggested
homosexual behavior. Page J had no other evidence and no other facts
to support the allegation.

Conclusion :
The Special Counsel has found no evidence to support the allegation.
L | E 8 ® L
Allegation

Page J and Page L told the Special Counsel’s office that a female,
Page M, had been approached by a page supervisor who was arranging
dates between pages and Congressmen.

[westigation

Page J testified that Page M had been questioned extensively by the
supervisor concerning her weekend plans and her personal relation-
ships. Page J stated that Page M never told him that he had been asked
by the staff to go out with any Member. But Page J said that this inci-
dent, together with the fact that the supervisor occasionally invited
pages over for dinner, general gossip about the supervisor, and ques-
iilc]ms asked by a reporter about the supervisor, led Page J to believe the

egation.

Page L stated that Page M told him of an incident in which the
supervisor told her that a Member wanted to meet her. Although Page
M would not divulge the Member’s name, Page L believed that Page M
inew the Member’s identity. As a result of this incident, Page L drew
the conclusion that the supervisor arranged dates between pages and
Congressmen.

‘Page M denied under oath ever having been questioned by the super-
visor about her personal relationships or weekend plans. She also
denied that the supervisor had told her that a Member of the House or
Senate wanted to meet her. The supervisor testified under oath that he
cqullld not remember Page M nor could he recall any incident of talking
with her.

The Special Counsel previously investigated a similar allegation re-
garding this sunervisor and in his Interim Renort found no basis for
the allegation. Those pages who worked most closely with the super-
nsor were identified, interviewed and/or deposed. None of these pages
had any personal knowledge or had heard any rumor of attempts by



248

69

this supervisor to arrange dates for Congressmen and none had any
reason to believe such allegations.

Conclusion

Since both the individuals involved in this allegation deny any
knowledge of it, since there are no known sources who could corrobo-
rate the allegation, and since other allegations regarding the conduct
of the supervisor named in the allegation have been previously found
to be without substance, the Special Counsel concluded that there was
no evidence to support the allegation.

* * * . . . .

Allegation

Page K told the FBI that a female page, Page N, told him of
“passes and advances” made to her by two Members of Congress. These
advances allegedly took place on the floor of the House. Page K told
the FBI that he had no direct knowledge of Page N actually being
involved with the Members of Congress.

Investigation

Page K testified under oath that he did not know the names of the
Members involved. He did say that the female page had, on one
occasion, pointed these two Members out to him. The page picked
two photos from a book shown him by Special Counsel’s staff, and
testified that these two photographs could “possibly” have been the
two Members involved. Page N testified that she had never been ap-
proached by either Member identified by Page K. She denied under
oath telling Page K that she had ever been approached by Members of
Congress. Page O, who had been a roommate of Page N, testified that
she knew of no statements that Page N had ever made and knew of
no actions of Page N while they roomed together to suggest that Page
N was ever sexually propositioned by any Member of Congress.

Conclusion

The Special Counsel has found no evidence to support the allegs-
tion, while other evidence has raised doubts about the credibility of
the page making the allegation. The Special Counsel concluded that
there was no basis for further investigation.

L J E & L * L

Allegation

Page K alleged that a supervisor in the Doorkeeper’s Office pro-
moted two “running” pages, Pages N and P, to more attractive posi-
tions solelv based on favoritism. Page P was male and Page N female,
but Page K implied that the favoritism was based on sexual relation-
ships between the supervisor and the promoted pages.

Investigation

The supervisor testified that the promotion of Page P was based on
such factors as performance. personality and intelligence. With re-
gard to the promotion of Page N. the supervisor told the Special

Comnsel’s office that the page was a good worker. .
The supervisor’s perception of the competence of the two pages 13
supported in statements made by their peers in interviews with the
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saff of the Special Counsel. Three former pages characterized the
two as having had the “best reputations” with all the pages at the
time of their appointments.

Both pages who were promoted were questioned by the Special
Counsel’s office. Both pages stated under oath that they knew of no
occasion when an employee of the House used his office to obtain favors
from pages. In an affidavit subsequently submitted to the Special
Counsel’s office, the page who made the allegation admitted that his
suspicion was not based on any specific facts.

Conclusion
The Special Counsel found no evidence to support the allegations.
® ¢ x $ L * *
{llegation

The mother of two former House interns advised the Special Coun-
el's staff that her son had told her that male pages and interns were
routinely apnroached with homosexual propositions by congressional
staff. According to the mother, her son had related an incident in which
he had gone to play chess at the home of a male administrative assistant
who then made a sexual advance. In addition, the mother alleged that
her daughter informed her that, while she was working on Capitol Hill,
boys were often approached for homosexual affairs by Hill staff, but
the girls were left alone.

Inwestigation

The Special Counsel’s staff interviewed both the son and the daugh-
ter. The son said he had never been approached by any Member or
employee of the House and denied knowledge of any sexual misconduct
by Members, officers or employees of the House.

The son stated that, while an intern in a House Member’s office in
1981. he had in fact met a male Senate emplovee who had made sexual
remarks and physical advances toward him. He also said that the Sen-
ate emplovee had made advances toward other interns. This informa-
tion has been provided to the Senate.

The danghter. who served as an intern in a House Member’s office in
1976 and 1977. denied anv knowledoe of sexual miscanduct bv Hill staff
and described her mother’s account as being “definitely in error.”

Conclusion

The Srecial Counsel found no evidence to supnort the allegation that
House male pages and interns are rontinely subiect to homosexual
advances. Allerations of sexnal misconduct by a Senate employee were
forwarded to the Senate Ethics Committee.

VIII. ConcLusION

The Snecial Connsel recommends that the Committee accept this
report as the Final Report on Improper or Illegal Sexual Conduct and
make this renort public.

_ The Special Counsel also recommends that the Committee take action
In three cases:

First. the Special Counsel recommends that the Committee find that

Representative Daniel Crane engaged in conduct in 1980 in violation
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of clause 1 of the Code of Official Conduct of the House of Representa.
tives. As a sanction, Special Counsel recommends that the Committee
recommend that the House reprimand Representative Crane.

Second, the Special Counsel recommends that the Committee issue a
Statement of Alleged Violation in the case of Congressman Gerry
Studds alleging that Congressman Studds engaged in a sexual relation.
ship with a House page in 1973 and that Congressman Studds made
sexual advances to two other House pages in 1973, in violation of the
Code of Official Conduct.

Third, the Special Counsel recommends that the Committee issue a
Statement of Alleged Violation against James C. Howarth, Majority
Chief Page in the Doorkeeper’s Office, alleging that Mr. Howarth en-

in a sexual relationship with a 17-year-old House page under
his direct supervision in 1980, that Mr. Howarth accorded this page
preferential treatment as a consequence of their sexual relationship.
and that Mr. Howarth purchased and possessed illegal drugs within
the precincts of the House in 1979 and 1980, all in violation of appli-
cable laws and standards of conduct.

Respectfully submitted.

JoserpH A. CALIFANO, JT.
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House Calendar No. 200
.

97t CONGRESS RepoRT NoO.
T O } HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES Aol

REPORT ON INVESTIGATION

REPORT

BY

COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF
OFFICIAL CONDUCT

PURSUANT TO

H. RES. 518

INVESTIGATION PURSUANT TO HOUSE RESOLUTION 518 CON-
CERNING ALLEGED IMPROPER OR ILLEGAL SEXUAL OCONDUCT,
ALLEGED ILLICIT USE OR DISTRIBUTION OF DRUGS, AND AL-
LEGED PREFERENTIAL TREATMENT OF HOUSE EMPLOYEES
BY MEMBERS, OFFICERS, OR EMPLOYEES OF THE HOUSE

DrceEMBER 14, 1982.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed

U.8. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON : 1863
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House Calendar No. 200

97TH CONGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REPoRrt
2nd Session [ No. 97-965

INVESTIGATION PURSUANT TO HOUSE RESOLUTION 518 CONCERNING AL
LEGED IMPROPER OR ILLEGAL, SEXUAL CONDUCT, ALLEGED ILLICIT
USE OR DISTRIBUTION OF DRUGS, AND ALLEGED PREFERENTIAL
TREATMENT OF HOUSE EMPLOYEES BY MEMBERS, OFFICERS, OR EM.
PLOYEES OF THE HOUSE

DecEMBER 14, 1982.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed

Mr. StTokES, from the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,
submitted the following

REPORT

On July 13, 1982, the House agreed to House Resolution 518.
That resolution authorized and directed this Committee to conduct
a full and complete inquiry and investigation of—

(1) alleged improper or illegal sexual conduct by Members,
officers, or employees of the House;

(2) illicit use or distribution of drugs by Members, officers, or
employees of the House; and

(3) the offering of preferential treatment by Members, offi-
cers, or employees of the House to employees of the House, in-
cluding congressional pages, in exchange for any item referred
to in subclause (1) or (2).

On July 27, 1982, this Committee retained Joseph A. Califano,
Jr., as Special Counsel to conduct the investigation. The Commit-
tee’s Special Counsel thereafter assembled a staff and has carried
out an extensive investigation.

The Special Counsel has filed an interim report with this Com-
mittee, which the Committee has approved, on the investigative
work completed during the 97th Congress. The Special Counsel's
interim report is attached as an Appendix to this Report.

I. ALLEGED IMPROPER OR ILLEGAL SEXUAL CONDUCT

The Special Counsel reported that most, but not all, of the inves-
tigation of sexual misconduct had been completed. The Special
Counsel found that the evidence conclusively indicated that the
highly-publicized charges of sexual misconduct made by two former

(65)
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pages were false. The basis for the Special Counsel’s conclusions
are set out in detail in his report.

In one instance, however, the Special Counsel recommended that
the Committee initiate a Preliminary Inquiry. Based on that rec-
ommendation, the Committee voted to initiate that Preliminary In-

qu;ythe case of the Preliminary Inquiry and of the matters still
under investigation, the Committee voted to transmit all materials
involved to the 98th Congress and to recommend these matters be
completed as early as possible next year.

II. ALLEGED ILLICIT USE OR DISTRIBUTION OF DRUGS

The work of the Committee's Special Counsel in investigating al-
legations of illicit use or distribution of drugs invglved Members,
officers, or employees of the House has been carried out in coordi-
nation with the Justice Department and its Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration. Both the Committee’s Special Counsel and the De-
partment of Justice have a number of matters under active investi-
gation.

In one instance, the Special Counsel recommended that the Com-
mittee open a Preliminary Inquiry. Based on that recommendation,
the Committee voted to initiate that Preliminary Inquiry.

With respect to all the Special Counsel’s work in investigating al-
leged illicit use of distribution of drugs, the Committee voted to
transmit all materials involved to the 98th Congress with the rec-
ommendation that the investigation be completed promptly next
year.

II1. FURTHER RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee further recommends:

(1) that the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct be
constituted immediately upon the convening of the 98th Con-
gress; ‘

(2) that the 98th Congress agree to a resolution that provides
the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct with the same
powers and authority provided to this Committee by House
Resolution 518.

IV. CONCLUSION

The Committee has carried out its work over the past four and a
half months with a determination to fulfill its responsibilities
under House Resolution 518 and to carry out the House’s constitu-
tional responsibilities under Article I, Section 5, to investigate and
discipline violations by its Members, offices, or employees. The
Committee believes that significant progress has been made. But
the work that has been started must be carried forward vigorously
ar}ﬁ c;ln'omptly. The Committee is confident that the 98th Congress
will do so.

This report was adopted by a show of hands, 11 yeas, 0 nays, on
December 14, 1982. d d
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STATEMENT UNDER CLAUSE, 2(B) OF RULE X

The Committee’s oversight findings and recommendations are
stated in sections I, II, and III of this report.
No budget statement is submitted.
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APPENDIX

INTERIM REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COUNSEL TO THE HOUSE COMMITTEE
- ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT

SPECIAL COUNSEL’S OFFICE

Joseph A. Califano, Jr., Special Counsel; Richard Cotton, Deputy
Special Counsel; Hamilton P. Fox, III, Associate Special Counsel;
and Gerald T. McQueen, Chief Investigator.

I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

On June 30 and July 1, 1982, tens of millions of Americans
watched two teenagers, both former pages of the House of Repre-
sentatives, with their faces shielded, declare on the CBS Evening
News that they had been victims of sexual misconduct by Members
of the House of Representatives. One page told of ‘“homosexual ad-
vances’” by Congressmen and Congressional staff. CBS said the
page had been ‘“homosexually harassed.”

The experiences described by the other page shocked the nation.
He said that he had engaged in sexual relationships with three
Members of the House of Representatives and that he had pro-
cured male prostitutes for House staffers. He told his interviewer
that homosexual relationships were part of the system of what a
page had to do to get ahead in the House. In June and July of 1982,
these two former pages repeated those assertions—although with
some inconsistencies—to newspapers and other television reporters,
to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and to investigators for the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct.

On July 13, 1982, the house agreed to house Resolution 518
which authorized and directed the Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct to investigate allegations of:

(1) Improper or illicit sexual conduct by Members, officers, or
employees of the House of Representatives involving congres-
sional pages;

(2) illicit use or distribution of drugs by Members, officers, or
employees of the House; and

(3) the offering of preferential treatment by Members, offi-
(clers or employees of the house in exchange for sexual favors or

rugs.

On July 27, 1982, the Committee retained Joseph A. Califano, Jr.,
as independent Special Counsel to conduct the investigation. At the
time of Mr. Califano’s appointment as Special Counsel, Committee
Chairman Louis Stokes stated that ‘“his charge is clear and
straightforward—to conduct the investigation that in his judgment

(68)
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is required and to advise the Committee of his findings and recom-
mendations.”

The Speaker, the Majority Leader, and Minority Leader of the
House joined Chairman Stokes and the Committee’s Ranking Mi.
nority Member Floyd Spence in assuring the Special Counsel that
he would have the independence and resources to conduct a full
and impartial investigation—*“whatever investigation is necessary
to ascertain the truth about the allegations that have been made.”

This interim report details the results of that investigation in the
97th Congress. The report responds to the Chairman’s charge that
the Special Counsel report to the Committee on his findings and
recommendations. This report of the Special Counsel sets out (1)
the investigative work completed so far with respect to allegations
involving sexual misconduct, (2) his findings and conclusions re-
garding this work, and (3) his recommendations on the work re-

maining to be done and on actions the Committee should take at
this time.

IMPROPER OR ILLEGAL SEXUAL CONDUCT

The investigation conducted by the Special Counsel has extended
beyond the original charges of sexual misconduct made by the two
former pages. Pursuant to H. Res. 518, the Special Counsel has
sought to determine whether there is any responsible evidence of
improper or illegal sexual conduct by Members, officers, or employ-
ees of the House of Representatives involving congressional pages.
The focus of the investigation has been on the period from July,
1981, through June, 1982. To assure completeness, however, the
Special Counsel sought to contact every page employed by the
House of Representatives during the past three years. The Special
Counsel has also investigated allegations that he has received of
sexual misconduct involving preferential treatment but not involv-
Ing pages. ,

The Special Counsel has found no merit whatsoever in any of the
original allegations of sexual misconduct made by the two former
pages. One of these pages testified under oath that he lied about
having sexual relations with Members of the House and about pro-
curing prostitutes for anyone. The other page, who had referred to
homosexual approaches by Congressmen, testified under oath about
three isolated instances of conversations in public places that
lasted less than two minutes and involved no improper actions.
This page testified that he himself no longer believed, in at least
two of these instances, that there were any sexual overtones. The
Special Counsel also independently investigated these allegations
and has determined that the evidence conclusively indicates that
all charges of sexual misconduct made by these two pages were
false.

In the course of the investigation, the Special Counsel has re-
ceived allegations of sexual misconduct from a variety of sources,
wholly independent of the two former pages. The Special Counsel
has completed investigation of most of these allegations. In most of
these cases, the Special Counsel found no evidence to support the
allegations.



257

70

In one instance, however, the Special Counsel has found reason-
able indications that improper or illegal sexual conduct by an em-
ployee of the House may have occurred and, therefore, recom-
mends that the Committee open a Preliminary Inquiry.

Under the Committee’s rules, a Preliminary Inquiry is convened
when evidence has been presented to the Committee that reason-
ably indicates that a violation may have been committed and the
Committee determines that the evidence presented merits further
inquiry. The individual named in a Preliminary Inquiry has the op-
portunity to present to the Committee, orally or in writing, a state-
ment concerning the allegations that have been made. At the con-
clusion of the Preliminary Inquiry, if the Committee determines
that the evidence establishes that there is reason to believe that a
violation occurred, the Committee may direct that a Statement of
Alleged Violation be issued to the individual involved. Full hear-
ings must be held by the Committee on a Statement of Alleged Vio-
lation to determine whether to report a recommendation for disci-
plinary action to the full House. In this case, the Special Counsel
recommends that the name of the individual who is the subject of
the Preliminary Inquiry not be released publicly unless and until
the Committee votes to issue a Statement of Alleged Violation.

The Special Counsel believes the evidence developed in this case
requires the Committee, under its rules, to initiate a Preliminary
Inquiry now, even though the full course of the proceedings cannot
be completed in this Congress. The Special Counsel recommends
that the Committee commence this Preliminary Inquiry, transmit
all materials relevant to this matter to the next Congress, and rec-
ommend to the House leadership that the Committee on Standards
of Offical Conduct be constituted immediately upon the convening
of the next Congress so that prompt action on this matter can be
concluded expeditiously.

A small number of other instances of possible sexual misconduct
involving pages or involving preferential treatment remain under
investigation, and the Special Counsel recommends that the Com-
mittee transmit these matters to the next Congress with its recom-
mendation that investigation of them be completed as early as pos-
sible next year.

. The Special Counsel has found some evidence of other isolated
Instances of both heterosexual and homosexual advances to pages
by individuals no longer associated with the House. Since these
cases are beyond the jurisdiction of the Committee, investigation of
these matters has not been pursued.

ILLICIT USE OR DISTRIBUTION OF DRUGS

In coordination with the Department of Justice and its Drug En-
forcement Administration, the Special Counsel has been investigat-
Ing allegations of illicit use and distribution of drugs involving
Members, officers, or employees of the House. Both the Depart-
ment of Justice and the Special Counsel have a number of matters
under active investigation.

. In one instance the Special Counsel has already found reasonable
Indications that illicit use and distribution of drugs by an employee
of the House may have occurred and, therefore, recommends tiat
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the Committee open a Preliminary Inquiry now, under the same
conditions described above with respect to the Preliminary Inquiry
of sexual misconduct involving pages.

The rest of the Special counsel’s investigation of alleged illicit
use or distribution of drugs by Members, officers or employees of
the House is not yet at a stage where a report can be made in writ-
ing to the Committee. The Special Counsel, therefore, recommends
that the Committee transmit the evidence developed in this part of
the investigation to the next Congress with the recommendation
that the investigation be carried forward expeditiously.

THIS REPORT

The balance of this report describes the work of the Special
Counsel to date in investigating allegations of sexual misconduct. It
sets forth:

4 (1) The scope and method of the investigation of sexual miscon-
uct.

(2) The current operation of the page system.

(3) The problems that developed during the 1981-82 year that
sparked rumors of a ‘“page scandal’”’ and provided the springboard
for sensational allegations in the press.

(4) The basis for the Special Counsel’s conclusion that the specific
charges made by the two former pages are false.

(5) The findings of the Special Counsel concerning other allega-
tions, received in the course of the investigation, of alleged sexual
misconduct by Members, officers, or employees of the House.

(6) The findings and conclusions of the Special Counsel concern-
ing the February, 1982, investigation of pages conducted by the
U.S. Capitol Police.

A. Scope

Pursuant to House Resolution 518, the Committee through its
Special Counsel uadertook an investigation to determine whether
any Member, officer, or employee of the House of Representatives
had engaged in any way in improper or illegal sexual conduct in-
volving congressional pages. ]

The investigation focused on the period from July, 1981, to June,
1982, and on the allegations of two former pages that received na-
tional press attention beginning on June 30, 1982. But to ensure a
thorough inquiry into all matters within the scope of H. Res. 518,
the Special Counsel sought out information about earlier periods
and about any kind of sexual advance, harassment, or relationship
involving a congressional page and a Member, officer, or employee
of the House. In this connection, the Special Counsel has tried to
contact every page employed by the House of Representatives
during the past three years. In addition, the Special Counsel inves-
tigated all information he received about alleged sexual misconduct
by House Members, officers or employees involving preferential
treatment even where that information did not involve congres-
sional pages.
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B. Method of investigation

Since Chairman Stokes and Ranking Minority:"'Member Spence
announced my appointment as Special Counsel to the Committee to
oversee the investigation authorized by H. Res. 518 on July 27,
1982, I hae been able to conduct this investigation with complete
independence. I have had complete freedom to make all appoint-
ments to the Special Counsel’s staff, which has worked entirely
under my direction, independent of the permanent staff of the
Committee and of any other congressional office. The bipartisan
leadership of the House and the members of the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct have provided the resources neces-
sary to conduct a meticulous, searching, no-holds-barred investiga-
tion. In the course of this investigation, the Special Counsel has
had the wholehearted cooperation of the Attorney General and the
Justice Department.

C. The page system

During 1981-82, the House maintained 71 positions for pages.
Pages must be high school juniors or seniors at least 16 but not
more than 18 years of age at the time of appointment. Pages are
nominated by a House Member and selected by the Democratic and
Republican Personnel Committees. Neither Committee has a sys-
tematic process for assessing the maturity of page candidates or
their ability to handle the freedom that pages enjoy in Washington.

Pages have a demanding daily schedule. Page School classes
begin at 6:10 a.m. When the House convenes at noon, these classes
typically run until 9:45 a.m. or 10:30 a.m. When the House con-
venes earlier, class sessions are abbreviated so that pages can
report to work at least an hour before the House starts. Except for
meals, the pages remain on duty until 5 p.m. or until the House
adjourns for the day, whichever is later.

The Doorkeeper of the House of Representatives, who is elected
by the Caucus of the Majority Party, is responsibile for supervising
House pages during their working hours. Outside of working hours,
no one has clear responsibility for supervision. In fact, the Hand-
book issued by the Doorkeeper specifically states that:

Parents or Guardians must file with the Doorkeeper of
the House, a written statement assuming full responsibili-
ty for the safety, well-being, and supervision of the Ap-
pointee while living in the District of Columbia area and
traveling to and from the House of Representatives.

Pages must find their own housing. In 1981-82, approximately 25
female pages lived in Thom -Markward Hall, a dormitory-like
facility with a curfew and other rules. The Page House Alumni As-
sociation housed approximately ten male pages until it closed its
doors in August 1981. The rest of the pages resided in ups of
two to six in apartments at various places on Capitol Hill, or in
housing obtained through a university housing service.

Pages living in apartments, had, in general, no adult supervision
and no one easily available in the event of the trouble.

The lack of effective supervision of pages outside of working
hours has been sharply criticized for many years. At various times
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over the past 15 years, for example, Members of the House have
called t_he House's failure to provide better supervision
“‘unconscionable’’ and “inconceivable.’

D. Origin of allegations

The Special Counsel has found no support whatsoever for the
sensational allegations and charges of homosexuality that launched
this investigation. To the contrary, the evidence developed contra-
dicts every one of the original highly publicized allegations made
by the two former pages. Those allegations resulted either from
out-and-out fabrication, overactive teenage imagination stimulated
by conversations with a journalist, or teenage gossip which has in
virtually every case proved to be utterly inaccurate.

In view of this conclusion, another important set of questions
emerged in the course of the investigation: How and why did these
charges come to be made? What was the source of the rumors of a
‘““page scandal’’?

It is clear that during the 1981-82 academic year, some pages be-
haved irresponsibly after working hours. There is abundant and
convincing evidence, in the case of some pages, of excessive use of
alcohol, all-night parties, some drug use, and a variety of other ac-
tivities that no responsible parent would tolerate.

Leroy Williams, at the time a 17-year-old page in the House, left
the page program abruptly at the end of January, 1982, when fi-
nancial and other troubles became too much for him to handle.
Events surrounding Williams’ departure triggered an investigation
by the Capitol Police of page drinking habits and parties, and of
Williams’ homosexuality. Two pages, unconnected to Williams,
were terminated partly as a result of information developed by the
Capitol Police investigation. This investigation, Williams’ depar-
ture and the termination of the other two pages spawned rumors of
a ‘“page scandal.” Though unreported in the press, these rumors
came to the attention of many reporters.

In June, 1982, a CBS news reporter interviewed a 16-year-old
page named Jeffrey Opp in Washington, D.C. and Williams in
Little Rock, Arkansas. The Special Counsel requested that the re-
porter speak to investigators in the Special Counsel’s office and of-
fered him the opportunity to do so. The reporter declined that invi-
tation.! Thus, the only information available about these inter-
views comes from the sworn testimony of Williams and Opp them-
selves. According to Opp, the reporter discussed with him lurid
tales of sexual misconduct and homosexual prostitution in the Con-
gress. The reporter asked whether Opp could confirm those stories
or provide acfc(l)itional information. According to Williams, the re-
porter said Williams was being identified in Washington as a drug
trafficker and “bad apple” who had been the source of the prob-
lems with the page system. The reporter told Williams he was of-
fering him a chance to tell his side of the story.

Following these conversations, and on the basis of assurances
that their identities would be kept secret, both teenagers agreed to
give on-camera interviews with their faces shielded, to the CBS re-

! The exchange of correspondence between the Special Counsel and CBS News appears at app
B.
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porter. Those interviews gielded lies from Williams. In response to
the reporter’s questions. Opp twisted minor, at best ambiguous con-
versations with three Congressmen and one lobbyist and character-
ized them as ‘“homosexual approaches.”

Perhaps the most ironic twist of events was the role played by
the CBS news reporter in bringing these charges to life. It appears
to have been the reporter’s discussion with Opp that inspired Opp
to repeat these stories, with his own embellishments, to two of his
Congressional sponsor’s staffers. These staffers were initially suspi-
cious of the sensational nature of Opp’s charges. But, then this
same news reporter told the staffers that Opp's charges had sub-
stance. It was these staffers who decided Opp should tell his story
to the Justice Department. The Department decided to investigate,
at least in part because the staff of a Member of Congress consid-
ered the allegations to be serious. That Justice Department investi-
gation itself became the “news”’ to which CBS pegged its June 30
and July 1 Evening News reports, including the shielded interviews
of Williams and Opp.

E. Leroy Williams

Leroy Williams attended high school in Little Rock, Arkansas,
where he was a “B”’ student involved in extracurricular activities,
and where he belonged to a strict, fundamentalist church.

Williams assumed his duties as a page on June 29, 1981.
Throughout the period Williams served as a page, his work was
cgnsid(eired satisfactory, although his performance declined toward
the end.

It was after working hours that Williams had problems. When
the Congress went into its 1981 mid-summer recess, Leroy Williams
remained in Washington alone. At this point the 17-year-old Wil-
liams first engaged the services of a male prostitute; he used male
prostitutes on fifteen different occasions between August and Janu-
ary, 1982, ten of those times during the August Congressional
recess.

Williams drank alcohol more and more heavily. By January,
1982, he thought he was “literally an alcoholic.” His use of drugs
also increased sharply and he got into increasingly severe financial
trouble. He failed to pay a large number of bills, wrote bad checks,
and stole money.

Under increasing pressure, Williams finally left Washington by
taking an automobile belonging to a fellow page.

_After he arrived back home in Little Rock in February, 1982 Wil-
liams said he heard several reports from Washington that he was a
“bad apple”’ and that he had been distributing illicit drugs. Accord-
Ing to Williams, his anger and resentment came to a head in June,
1982, when the CBS news reporter appeared at Williams’ home in
Little Rock, and repeated these charges. Ten days later, on June
30, 1982, CBS News broadcast excerpts from its reporter’s interview
of Williams, creating a national sensation about homosexual rela-
tions between Congressmen and teenage pages.

Leroy Williams was interviewed by the F.B.I., various news orga-
nizations, and the Committee’s staff in June and July, 1982. He did
not tell the same story each time. But, in the course of these inter-
views, he claimed that he was propositioned by, and had sexual re-
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lations with, three congressmen, and that he arranged male prosti-
tutes for a Senator and two other government employees. Williams
also repeated to interviewers other allegations of sexual miscon-
duct by Members and employees of the House which Williams
claimed other pages had told him.

On August 26, 1982, Williams was reinterviewed by investigators
from the Special Counsel’s office, who had spent days documenting
many inconsistencies and contradictions in Williams’ allegations.
Williams admitted to them that he had lied. On Saturday, August
28, 1982, he testified under oath at a deposition before the Chair-
man and Special Counsel of this Committee that none of the state-
ments he had made about sexual misconduct were true. In subse-
quent testimony and interviews with the Special Counsel’s staff, he
also admitted that he did not believe most of the second hand infor-
mation he had passed on.

The Special Counsel has concluded that there is no evidence to
support any of Williams’ original charges. In reaching this conclu-
sion, the Special Counsel has not relied solely on Williams’ recanta-
tion. Rather, the Special Counsel has conducted a detailed investi-
gation of each one of William’s allegations. Every bit of independ-
ent evidence collected supports the conclusion that Williams’ origi-
nal allegations were false and that he was telling the truth when
he testified that he had lied about those charges.

F. Jeffrey Opp

Jeffrey Opp was the second page who appeared, with his identity
concealed, on the June 30 CBS News Broadcast. Opp served as a
page from January 4, 1982 until June 12, 1982. During the time he
was a page, Opp went out of his way to challenge authority and to
make people aware of his extreme political views. Not surprisingly,
there was substantial tension between Opp and his supervisors in
the Doorkeeper’s office. He was known as a crusader, ‘‘someone
who believed his goal in life was to change the system.” Pages said
Opp had a tendency to “blow things way out of proportion.” The
impressions of the staff who worked for Congresswoman Schroeder
reinforce the view that Opp was prone to exaggeration. One staffer
who had provided temporary housing to Opp for his first month in
Washington said Opp had a “super-hyper imagination’.

Opp’s own behavior reflects this tendency. The day after meeting
with the televison reporter, Opp told two persons on the staff of his
congressional sponsor that he had worked undercover for CBS for
two weeks, helping investigate Congressmen involved with male
prostitutes. Opp claimed that his apartment had been bugged, and
that his roommate was a spy from the Doorkeeper’s office. As he
later testified, none of these statements were true.

In Opp’s broadcast interview, he alluded to ‘“homosexual ap-
proaches” that Congressmen had made to him. In interviews with
the Federal Bureau of Investigation and this Committee in June
and July, Opp described four specific incidents which he described
as homosexual approaches. He also reported other allegations of
sexual misconduct based on hearsay information.

The Special Counsel has found no evidence to support any of
these allegations.
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The personal experiences that Opp reported with three Members
of Congress and one lobbyist were little more than conversations,
each less than two minutes, occurring in public places and involv-
ing no improper actions. .

Opp’s perspective has changed on most of his June allegations. In
September, he told one of his friends among the pages that most of
his stories had been inspired by the television news reporter who
had sought him out three months before. Opp testified at his depo-
sition that his TV interview “was a 16 year old kid satisfying his
egoBased on a review of Opp’s testimony and information provided
by others, the Special Counsel has found him to be a highly impres-
sionable teenager, with a tendency to place interpretations on
events that appear to have no rational connection to what actually
occurred. The Special Counsel found no basis whatsoever to con-
clude that anything improper occurred in any of the four conversa-
tions cited by him as the basis for his allegations about his person-
al experiences.

The second-hand information provided by Opp has also proved to
be unsubstantiated. Much of it was nothing more than teenage
gossip. None of it was accurate. '

A careful evaluation of information provided by Opp has yielded
not a single piece of responsible evidence that improper actions oc-
curred. All the evidence the Special Counsel has developed—includ-
ing significant changes in Opp’s own story—indicates that there is
no support for his allegations.

G. Other allegations

During the course of the investigation pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 518, the Special Counsel has received a number of allegations
of improper or illegal sexual conduct by Members, officers, or em-
ployees of the House of Representatives. In some cases investiga-
tions are continuing. But the Special Counsel has concluded his in-
vestigation of most of the allegations received. Part V-D of this
report summarizes the allegations investigated where no evidence
was found to support further investigation. No further investiga-
tion will be pursued where the allegations concerned persons no
longer associated with the House of Representatives.

H. February 1982 page investigation by U.S. Capitol Police

The United States Capitol Police (USCP) conducted a brief inves-
tigation into allegations of misconduct involving pages in early
February, 1982. The Committee decided that the February investi-
gation should be reviewed to determine whether the Capitol Police
had information relevant to the Committee’s investigation pursu-
ant to House Resolution 518.

The Special Counsel has reviewed the written records of the
USCP investigation, and has interviewed or deposed the following
individuals: the Capitol Police detective who carried out the inves-
tigation and his superiors; individuals in the offices of the Door-
keeper and the Sergeant-at-Arms; Members of the House and their
staffs who received information about the investigation; and pages
who were interviewed by the USCP.
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Based on the evidence obtained in the course of this investiga.
tion, the Special Counsel has found that the Capitol Police invest;-
gation was based on allegations of misconduct by pages, and that at
no time in the course of the investigation did the police receive any
significant allegations of misconduct by anyone else. The Special
Counsel has concluded the decision to terminate the investigation
was reasonable from the point of view of the Capitol Police.

But there was a serious failure on the part of the House as an
institution. The Capitol Police developed information about page
misbehavior that required further action. Yet no one took the
action that was plainly required—because no one is charged with
;;esponsibility for supervising the teenage pages after working

ours.

Based on the evidence received in the course of this investiga-
tion, the Special Counsel believes that there is an urgent need for
the House of Representatives to fix responsibility—formally and in
writing—for the supervision of pages after working hours. In the
Special Counsel’s judgment, the lack of clear responsibility led di-
rectly to the failure to address the serious problems of misconduct
that developed among the pages in 1981 and 1982. If the House
chooses to employ teenage high school pages, establishing a page
dormitory and a Page Board are steps in the right direction. But
unless responsibility for supervision of teenage pages after working
hours is clearly established, the problems that developed in 1981-
82 are likely to recur.

II. SCOPE OF INVESTIGATION INVOLVING SEXUAL MISCONDUCT

A. Language and legislative history of House Resolution 518

The Special Counsel has taken the language and legislative histo-
of H. Res. 518 as the guide in determining the proper scope of
the investigation involving sexual misconduct.

Section 1 of H. Res. 518 directs the Committee to investigate “al-
leged improper conduct [1] referred to in this resolution [2] which
has been the subject of recent investigations by the Department of
Justice and other law enforcement agencies. . . .”

The conduct “referred to in this resolution” is the conduct de-
scribed in the “Whereas’’ clause of the resolution, specifically,

(1) alleged improper or illegal sexual conduct of Mem-
bers, oﬂ(;lcers, or employees of the House;

(3) the offering of preferential treatment by Members, of-
ficers, or employees to employees of the House, including
congressional pages, in exchange for any item referred to
in subclause (1). . .

The discussion of H. Res. 518 on the House floor on July 13, 1982,
leaves no doubt that the “alleged improper or illegal sexual con-
duct” and the “offering of preferential treatment’’ referred to con-
duct involving pages.

The resolution was introduced by Chairman Louis Stokes and
Ranking Minority Member Floyd Spence on July 13, 1982, in the
aftermath of reports of sexual misconduct involving pages. Chair-
man Stokes explained that, on July 1, he had instructed the staff of
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the Committee ‘“to commence a thorough investigation of the alle-
gations as reported by the media at that time.” 128 Cong. Rec.
H4012 (daily ed. July 13, 1982). He urged passage of the resolution
to enable the Committee to “proceed in an orderly fashion in pur-
suing this investigation.” Id.

Representative William Alexander, who spoke in favor of the res-
olution, referred to “allegations of scandal . . . levied against the
Members of Congress as well as the pages who assist them.” Id. at
H4035. He then quoted from a letter he had received from a former
page, stressing the page’s hope that “the Congress will take speedy
action to restore the honor, dignity, and pride that pages enjoy who
have served in the Congress.” Id. -

Representative Margaret Heckler, who urged the appointment of
a special prosecutor to investigate the allegations, stated:

We are dealing here with entirely new and far more sen-
sitive areas of abuse of power if the allegations are true. I
think we have a responsibility to the young people who are
the pages, to our service in this Congress, and to the people
of America, to the parents, to the Congress itself, to deal
with the sensitivity of this situation so as to inspire confi-
dence in the integrity of this Congress. Id. at H4036 (em-
phasis added).

The resolution’s reference to conduct ‘“which has been the sub-
ject of recent investigations by the Department of Justice and other
law enforcement agencies’’ reinforces the conclusion that the
sexual misconduct to be investigated involves congressional pages.
In the area of sexual misconduct, the “recent investigation’ by the
Department of Justice and the Federal Bureau of Investigation
concerned allegations about misconduct of House Members and em-
ployees involving pages. In addition, the United States Capitol
Police had conducted an investigation in February, 1982, which
also focused specifically on House pages.

The intended meaning of H. Res. 518 appears clear. The refer-
ences to ‘“‘alleged improper or illegal sexual conduct” and the “of-
fering of preferential treatment” are directed at sexual misconduct
involving pages. The first phase of the Special Counsel’s investiga-
tion has, therefore, addressed this subject.

This phase of the investigation focused on the period from July,
1981, to June, 1982,2 and on allegations made by two former pages
that received national press attention beginning on June 30, 1982.
To insure a thorough inquiry into all matters within the scope of
H. Res. 518, the Special Counsel sought out information about ear-
lier periods. In addition, to the extent that the Special Counsel re-
ceived information about alleged sexual misconduct by House
Members, officers or employees involving preferential treatment
that did not involve congressional pages, but fell within the literal
lterms of H. Res. 518, the Special Counsel also investigated such al-
egations.

*This time period covers the terms of service of virtually all the pages whose employment
overlapped with that of the two pages whose allegations were reported in news broadcasts on
June 30, 1982 and July 1, 1982.
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Finally, H. Res. 518 refers to ‘“Members, officers, or employees”
of the House. In keeping with this language and the jurisdiction of
the Committee, the scope of the investigation has not extended to
allegations concerning former Members, officers, or employees.

B. Definition of sexual misconduct

In recognition of the special situation of congressional pages, the
Committee and its Special Counsel have broadly defined “improper
sexual conduct” in determining whether particular allegations in-
volving pages should be investigated.

House pages are generally high school juniors and seniors, be-
tween 16 and 18 years of age. By statute, they cannot be appointed
until their parents or legal guardians have been fully informed of
the nature of their work, pay and working conditions, and the
housing accommodations available to them.3

Congress plainly accepts a considerable responsibility for pages.*
That responsibility is necessarily shared by every Member, officer
and employee of the House. Where preferential treatment is, ex-
pressly or implicitly, an element of a sexual relationship between a
Member, officer or employee and a page, or an element of a sexual
overture or advance directed at a page, the conduct explicitly falls
within H. Res. 518. But considering the young age of these pages
and the fact that they are away from home and dependent on the
House for school, work and money to live on, any sexual advance
or relationship of any kind involving a page and a Member, officer
or employee potentially entails an element of either preferential
treatment or coercion, and hence an abuse of office or position.

The investigation has, therefore, proceeded on the assumption
that any sexual relationship, whether homosexual or heterosexual,
between a page and a Member, officer or employee, or any sexual
harassment, overture or advance directed at a page by a Member,
officer or employee, should be investigated as potentially “improp-
er sexual conduct” under H. Res. 518.

C. Allegations involving the Senate

In some instances, the Special Counsel has received information
bearing on Members, officers, or employees of the Senate. The Spe-
cial Counsel has not investigated these matters because the juris-
diction of the Committee runs only to the House. At the direction
of the Committee and in accordance with arrangements with
Senate Majority Leader Howard Baker, the Special Counsel has re-
ferred all such information to the Select Committee on Ethics of
the U.S. Senate.

32 US.C. § 88b-1(aX2). _

*On a number of occasions the House has considered discontinuing the use of high school
teenagers as . For example the islative Reorganization Act of 1970, Public Law 91-510.
84 Stat. 1198 (1970), as originally introduced, would have barred the appointment of pages who
had not yet completed the twelfth grade of their secondary school education, 116 Congressional
Record 32.229 (1970). Among the reasons commonly offered for using older pages is the desirabil-
ity of minimizing or eliminating Congress’s su rvmox responsibility for pages. See eg., S .
er's Commission on P , report to the S r, 97th Congress, Session 7 (1982); H. Rept.
91-1215, 91st Congress 2d Session 29-30 (1970).
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III. HOW THE INVESTIGATION WAS CONDUCTED

A. Appointment of the Special Counsel and staffing of the Special
Counsel’s Office

Shortly after Chairman Stokes and Ranking Minority Member
Spence announced the appointment of Joseph A. Califano, Jr. as
Special Counsel to the Committee to oversee the investigation au-
thorized by H. Res. 518, Mr. Califano assembled the staff of the
Special Counsel’s office. In staffing the office, as throughout the in-
vestigation, the pledges of independence were unequivocably sup-
ported by the Democratic and Republican House leadership.

Mr. Califano appointed Richard Cotton as Deputy Special Coun-
sel, Hamilton P. Fox, III, as Associate Special Counsel, and Gerald
McQueen as Chief Investigator. Mr. Cotton, a partner in Mr. Cali-
fano’s law firm, had just completed a six-month internal investiga-
tion for an international labor union. Mr. Fox had served as a fed-
eral prosecutor for six and a half years, as an Assistant U.S. Attor-
ney, Deputy Chief of the Justice Department’s organized crime sec-
tion, and a member of the Watergate Special Prosecution Force.
Mr. McQueen, a New York City homicide detective with 23 years’
experience, had won national recognition as the commander of an
elite detective squad assigned to solve Manhattan’s most difficult
homicide cases.

The staff of the Special Counsel’s office has averaged nine law-
yers, seven investigators, three researchers and six clerical employ-
ees.

B. Characteristics of the investigation.

~ Since July 27, 1982, the Special Council’s office has attempted to
investigate every specific allegation 5 that has come to its attention
concerning the subject matter of H. Res. 518. In addition, the office
has mounted wide-ranging efforts to contact individuals who might
?ave information bearing on the subject matter of the investiga-
ion.

Attorneys and investigators on the Special Counsel’s staff have
carefully examined and followed up hundreds of leads, allegations
and rumors. They have interviewed more than 150 individuals,
many more than once, and conducted more than 50 despositions.
They have travelled some 40,000 miles to interview witnesses in 40
cities. Forty-five subpoenas have been issued: 31 to compel oral tes-
timony, 14 to compel production of documents. In addition, the
office has made numerous requests to such agencies as the FBI, the
United States Capitol Police and the Metropolitan Police and to
the broadcast media for materials which were voluntarily pro-
duced. Where necessary to follow up on specific allegations, investi-
gators have reviewed financial and telephone records.

While it was essential to investigate each one of the specific alle-
gations that prompted the passage of H. Res. 518, the Special Coun-
sel decided that the mandate of H. Res. 518 required the Commit-
lee to seek out information that might bear on the subject matter
of the investigation from all available sources. The Special Counsel

* Some allegations concerned events so far in the past or were so vague that investigation was
not practicable.
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ipitiated a number of separate inquiries to carry out this obliga-
ion.

First, lawyers and investigators interviewed more than 75 pages
who had recently served in the House, and personnel in the Door-
keeper’s office whose duties include supervision or direction of

es.
l:,agecond, the Special Counsel sent a letter requesting any informa-
tion bearing on the subject matter under investigation to each of
916 former pages who had not already been contacted in person.
These individuals served in the House of Representatives from Sep-
tember, 1979, through August, 1982. The text of this letter is repro-
duced in Appendix B to this report. Eighty-nine pages responded;
71 responded in writing, an additional 18 by telephone. Most said
they had no information, but 11 responses contained relevant infor-
mation or allegations of misconduct that required further investi-
gation.

Third, the Special Counsel requested and obtained from the Cap-
itol Police all documents and records for the years 1977 through
1982 that contained information bearing on the subject matter
under investigation.

Fourth, the Special Counsel made similar requests of the Door-
keeper of the House of Representatives, whose office is in charge of
the page system, and of the Sergeant-at-Arms of the House of Rep-
resentatives, who, together with the Sergeant-at-Arms of the
Senate and the Architect of the Capitol, directs the Capitol Police.

Fifth, lawyers and investigators interviewed current and former
teachers at the Capitol Page School concerning their knowledge of
the subjects under investigation. Investigators also reviewed files of
individual pages at the Capitol Page School and interviewed teach-
ers from other educational institutions who had had contact with
pages in seminars and special classes.

ixth, the Special Counsel’s office examined a comprehensive
compiliation of press reports on the subject matter of H. Res. 518
and viewed videotapes of television news reports to identify specific
allegations that merited investigation.

C. Relationship with the Department of Justice

From June through August, 1982, the Department of Justice in-
vestigated allegations of sexual misconduct by Members of Con-
gress and their staff. On August 31, 1982, the Department an-
nounced that it had closed that investigation because, as a Depart-
ment spokesman stated, “there is insufficient evidence to warrant
a Federal prosecution or further investigation.”

On behalf of the Committee, the Special Counsel requested that
the Attorney General make available to the Committee and its
Special Counsel all written materials developed by the FBI in car-
rying out this investigation. On September 29, 1982, the Public In-
tegrity Section of the Justice Department transmitted to the Spe-
cial (%unsel 244 documents, consisting primarily of summaries of
interviews carried out by FBI agents in the course of this investiga-
tion. The names of certain witnesses who had requested confiden-
tiality were deleted. The Justice Department informed the Commit-
tee that, with this exception, it had provided all the evidence col-
lected.
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D. Limits on the investigation

Any investigation of “improper or illegal sexual conduct’ poses
difficult obstacles and delicate problems. The Special Counsel’s
office has had to depend in large measure on interviews and deposi-
tions under oath to investigate these matters. Developing evidence
depends on the willingness of individuals to come forward and to
respond honestly to investigator’s questions.

The investigation that has been conducted has, in the judgment
of the Special Counsel, been as thorough as is reasonably possible.
In an area involving such intimate conduct, such human sensitivity
and so many individuals, it will never be possible to declare with
certainty that every instance of what every citizen would consider
“improper sexual conduct” has been detected. But the Committee,
the House and the American people can be assured that every
effort was made to contact individuals who might have relevant in-
formation. Every allegation put forward has been and will be pur-
sued to the point where the Special Counsel concludes that there is
no basis for it in fact, or that a preliminary inquiry is justified.

This has not been an inexpensive or pleasant task. It has taken
much time, persistence, and patience on the part of Members of
this Committee and attorneys and investigators in the Special
Counsel’s office, and the support of bipartisan House leadership
and the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct. for many
voung Americans, a good number still teenagers, this investigation
has been a difficult experience. But it has taken this kind of in-
quiry to provide the American people the assurance that the House
of Representatives has the institutional stamina and courage to in-
vestigate its Members, officers, and employees searchingly and
thoroughly.

IV. BACKGROUND: THE PAGE SYSTEM OF THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

Because this investigation focused on pages and their relation-
:hips with Members, officers and employees of the House, it is es-
sential to begin with an understanding of the page system. The
House has relied on teenage pages as messengers since the early
INW's, and the system has survived many debates about its desir-
ability, including the most recent review conducted this past
summer by the Speaker’s Commission on Pages. The key features
of the page system—the selection process, the duties of pages, and

&f extent to which they are supervised—are described briefly
ow.

A. Selection process and qualifications

During 1981-82, the House maintained 71 positions for House
pages. Most page appointments run for six months or a year, al-
though some appointments—typically in the summer—are for peri-
s of two months or less.

Pages are nominated by a House Member and selected by the
Democratic and Republican Personnel Committees from the candi-
dates nominated. At the time of appointment, they must be high
school juniors or seniors, at least 16 but not more than 18 years of
age. The Republican Personnel Committee requires that pages have
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had at least a “B” scholastic average in their home town high
school; the Democratic Committee requires at least a “C” average.

Any Democratic Member of Congress may submit a recommenda-
tion to the Committee on Democratic Personnel requesting than an
individual be appointed as a Democratic page. Typically, these rec-
ommendations provide the Committee with some information about
the candidate, but the Committee has no application form and re-
quires no specific information other than a birth certificate. The
nominations are not considered on any particular date. The Com-
mittee’s staff accumulates nominations until approximately ten are
pending. These nominations, ranked according to the seniority of
the Member making the nomination, are then submitted to the
Committee Chairman, who makes the selections. The Committee
conducts no independent check of a page’s qualifications. The spon-
soring Member is responsible for screening applicants and estab-
lishing that they meet the age, school year, and academic criteria.

The Committee on Republican Personnel has a printed applica-
tion form, which requires a school transcript, an essay on why the
applicant wants to be a page, a statement of extracurricular activi-
ties, and letters of recommendation. The Committee also requests
that the Member personally interview the applicant and requires
that sponsoring Members return the application materials by April
1 of each year. Information on each candidate is summari y
the Committee’s staff, and page selection is made by Committee
vote. In selecting pages, the Committee gives preference to Mem-
bers who have not previously sponsored a page.

Neither Committee has established a systematic process for as-
sessing the maturity of page candidates or their ability to handle
the freedom that pages enjoy in Washington.

B. Duties of House pages

Pages do not work for the individual Members of Congress who
sponsor them. They receive direction from the staff of the Door-
keeper of the House, and work out of a central location just off the
House floor.

Pages never become involved in the substantive give-and-take of
the legislative process. Their duties are exclusively those of clerical
workers and messengers. They are generally assigned to the House
floor, to the Democratic or Republican Cloakroom, or to positions
as “running”’ pages. A page assigned to the House floor carries
messages to and from Members and assists in assembling and dis-
tributing legislative materials on the floor. A page assigned to the
Democratic or Republican Cloakroom answers telephones, carries
messages to Members, and performs chores requested by Members
while they are in the Cloakroom. “Running”’ pages deliver mater!-
als to congressional offices and to Members on the floor. Several
pages serve as documentarians, processing Hosue documents and
operating the system of bells that call Members for votes. One 1s
assigned as the Speaker’s page. .

The daily scheﬁle of all pages, regardless of their assignment, 1s
demanding. All are required to attend the Capitol Page School.
Those enrolled for credit must maintain a “C’”’ average; the rest are
required to bring assignments from their home school and observe
supervised study hours. Classes at the Capitol Page School begin at
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6:10 a.m. and, on days when the House convenes at noon, typically
run until 9:45 a.m. or 10:30 a.m. When the House convenes earlier,
class sessions are abbreviated so that pages can report to work at
least an hour before the House starts. Except for meals, the pages
remain on duty until 5:00 p.m. or until the House adjourns for the
day, whichever is later.

C. Supervision of pages
(1) Working hours

The Doorkeeper of the House of Representatives, who is elected
by the Caucus of the Majority Party, is responsible for supervising
House pages during their working hours. The four to six pages
working in the Democratic Cloakroom and the similar number
working in the Republican Cloakroom report to the respective
Managers of the Cloakrooms. The Democratic and Republican floor
pages report, respectively, to the Majority and Minority Chief
Pages, who are adult supervisors employed by the Doorkeeper of
the House. The “running’ pages, who are also supervised by the
Majority and Minority Chief Pages, have intermediate supervisors
drawn from the ranks of the pages themselves. These page “over-
seers’ answer the telephones to receive requests for messenger
service and then make assignments to “running’’ pages.

While the Doorkeeper of the House has overall responsibility for
the pages, the Deputy Doorkeeper exercises disciplinary authority
and receives reports from the two Cloakroom Managers and the
two Chief Pages.

(2) Nonworking hours

‘Outside of working hours, no one has responsibility for supervi-
sion. In fact, the Handbook issued by the Doorkeeper specifically
asserts that it is a condition of appointment that:

Parents or Guardians must file with the Doorkeeper of
the House, a written statement assuming full responsibili-
ty for the safety, well-being, and supervision of the Ap-
pointee while living in the District of Columbia area and
traveling to and from the House of Representatives.

No individual in the Doorkeeper’s office is formally responsible
for counseling pages on problems outside of work or for seeing that
they stay out of trouble. Some individuals in the Doorkeeper’s
Office show a good deal of concern for the pages’ well-being, espe-
f_lallly when it becomes apparent that a page is in some kind of dif-
1Cuilty. .

The salary of teenage House pages—approximately $700 every
month—represents far more money than most of them have previ-
ously had to manage.

Pages are responsible for finding their own housing. In 1981-82,
pages generally resided in groups ranging from two to six in apart-
ments located at various places on Capitol Hill, or in housing ob-
tained through a university housing service. Apartments are fre-
quently passed on from one page to another. Pages living in apart-
ments had, in general, no adult supervision and no one easily avail-
able in the event of trouble.
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Approximately 25 female pages lived in Thompson-Markwarg
Hall, referred to by the pages as the “Y’’ because it is a dormitory-
like facility with relatively strict curfew and other rules. The Page
House Alumni Association, a non-profit organization created
through the efforts of an employee of the Doorkeeper’s office, pro
vided dormitory-style housing for about ten male pages until
August of last year.

Committee investigators interviewed the managers of seven
apartment buildings in which pages resided. These individuals had
been renting to pages for periods of time that range from slightly
over one year to 40 years. Most were complimentary about the con-
duct of the pages, and reported no knowledge of serious alcohol,
drug or other problems with pages who had been their tenants.
One, however, complained about excessive drinking and loud and
boisterous parties.

The lack of effective supervision of pages after working hours
has been sharply criticized for many years. Members of Congress
have frequently called attention to the problem. In 1969, for exam-
ple, Representative Andrews of North Dakota noted:

It is unconscionable for Congress to bring these boys to
the Washington metropolitan area and put them in some
catch-as-catch-can accommodations where they lack super-
vision and decent quarters. If we are going to have high
school boys working for the Congress they should have
adequate quarters and proper supervision.” Hearings
before the Legislative Branch Subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, 91st Cong., 1st Sess. 497 (1969).

In 1970, Representative Green of Oregon stated:

It is inconceivable to me that this situation has been al-
lowed to continue. * * * We bring youngsters—oftentimes
from rural areas—turn them loose in a metropolitan area
with more money than they have ever before had in their
pockets and with absolutely no supervision in off
hours. * * * [I}t is incumbent upon us to provide these
facilities in terms of housing and also in terms of class-
rooms. They find their own rooms in rooming houses or in
tourist homes. I repeat—they have no supervision at all in
their spare time. There is absolutely no one who is looking
a%gxé their nutrition, their meals. 116 Cong. Rec. 32278
(1970).

Testifying this past summer before the House Subcommittee on
Legislative Branch Appropriations, the Doorkeeper of the House
stated:

They [the pages] are wards of the Congress. Once we
bring them here, we have to assume some responsibility.
We have already had some incidents. * * * It is a very se-
rious problem. Hearings on Legislative Branch Appropri-
ations before Subcommittee on Legislative Branch Appro-
priations of the House Committee on Appropriations, 97th
Cong., 2nd Sess., pt. 2 at 49 (1982).
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Because of concern over the absence of effective supervision, Con-
has on a number of occasions considered discontinuing the

use of high school age pages.
V. RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION

The publicity given to the allegations made by Williams and Opp
gave new life to every rumor and piece of gossip any page had ever
heard. Once the House commissioned an investigation of sexual
misconduct involving pages, any allegation repeated seriously by a
page had to be investigated. Investigators have reconstructed con-
versations and rumors that were born in a milieu of teenage gossip
and braggidocio. Investigators have time after time tracked a story
from one page to another and finally to its source. In most in-
stances, these allegations have proved without foundation—the
result of a teenager trying to sound experienced, or the result of a
drunken story invented on the spur of the moment at a party.
Hundreds of hours of investigation have been required to reach
these conclusions, and the results are set out below.

Not all of the allegations of sexual misconduct received by the
Special Counsel have yet been fully investigated, however. In one
case, the Special Counsel has recommended that a Preliminary In-
quiry be initiated by the Committee, and the investigation of this
case is continuing. The Special Counsel also continues to investi-
gate a limited number of other allegations of sexual misconduct.
No details will be provided at this time on any of the matters still
under investigation. |

This section discusses, first, the origins of the rumors about a
‘page scandal,” and the events leading up to the charges made by
Williams and Opp. The second and third parts of this section then
examine in detail the allegations made by Williams and Opp, the
investigation of these allegations, and the gasis for the findings and
conclusions reached by the Committee’s Special Counsel.

Finally, the fourth part of this section briefly reviews a variety
of other allegations of sexual misconduct received by the Special
Counsel and his findings and conclusions concerning them

A. The origin of the allegations

(1) The 1981-82 )t'ear: The extent of alcohol use, drug use, and
other misbehavior among pages

(a) Overview.—The Committee’s investigation has found evidence
of serious misbehavior by at least some of the pages during non-
working hours over the 1981-82 year. These problems mirror those
found elsewhere in the nation—alcohol abuse, drug abuse, late-
night parties—but they were intensified by the complete freedom
teenage pages enjoyed and the lack of any supervision after work.

Information provided to the Special Counsel indicates that many
House pages routinely drank alcoholic beverages during the 1981-
82 year, and many got drunk at large parties that occurred almost
weekly. A lesser but still significant number of pages drank exces-
sively at smaller gatherings that occurred two or three times a
week. A small number of pages also used drugs—caffeine pills,
marjjuana, and, in at least some instances, cocaine. Some pages
used amyl nitrate, an over-the-counter substance inhaled through
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the nose. Information obtained by the Special Counsel indicates
that alcohol abuse was far more prevalent than the use of other
drugs. For example, pages often described the extent of marijuana
use to Committee investigators as no more, and some said it was
less, than they had witnessed at their home high schools.

Individual experience differed markedly. Pages tended to form
small cliques, and a page’s experience outside of work depended on
his or her clique. The information provided to the Special Counsel
suggests that the pages feel roughly into three groups. One group,
generally those who lived in the supervised housing, abstained
almost entirely from use of alcohol and other drugs. A second
group, the largest numerically, tended to follow a middle path:
They consumed alcoholic beverages (primarily beer) on occasion,
and some in this group, particularly at parties, did drink to excess.
This group experimented little with drugs. Finally, a third group—
pages who lived in apartments and who saw themselves as more
‘mature”’ and independent—had the least disciplined life style.
They attended more parties, drank a great deal, and were far more
likely to use drugs.

(b) Alcohol abuse by es.—The major drug problem that the
pages themselves perceived was alcohol. Virtually every page inter-
viewed on the subject stated that alcohol was easily available to
underage pages from certain restaurants, bars, and liquor stores in
the Capitol Hill areas of Washington.

The Special Counsel received information that pages generally
consumed alcohol in three different circumstances: at lunchtime, at
small informal gatherings at night, or at larger parties given by
and attended by pages.

Pages generally ate lunch in the government cafeterias on Cap
itol Hill. On occasion, however, pages would journey a few blocks to
several restaurants on Pennsylvania Avenue and elsewhere in the
area of the Capitol. The Special Counsel received varied testimony
and information as to how frequently pages went to restaurants at
lunch time. One page testified that some pages went out often and
would frequently get drunk at lunchtime. Another testified that
one page had been sent home after lunch for being drunk. Two
pages testified that they ate at the Pennsylvania Avenue restau-
rants a maximum of three to four times during the year, drank
beer, but never got intoxicated. Another page discounted the sto-
ries of drinking at lunch as teenage boasting.

Pages engaged in different activities after working hours. Some
reported that they had little social life; they simply returned to
their living quarters, ate dinner, did homework, and went to bed
early, because they had to arise at five a.m. each weekday. Others
led more active social lives. For example, a group of five or six
pages—of whom Leroy Williams was one—would gather at one an-
other’s rooms two or three evenings a week. At such gatherin%s,
beer was the standard drink and hard liquor was often available.
These gatherings sometimes became all-night sessions—with pages
“Fassing out,” sleeping in their clothes until it was time to go to
class.

During the 1981-82 year, pages also attended a number of larger

rties. Estimates on the frequency of these parties have ranged
?r:)m once a week to once a month. The variations in these est:-
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mates can be attributed to the frequency with which individual
pages heard of or attended parties, and to differences in defining
what constituted a “party,”’ as distinguished from a more informal
get-together. Nonetheless, large parties apparently occurred with
some frequency. Alcoholic beverages were available at these par-
ties, including hard liquor as well as beer. A good deal of drinking
took place at these parties, and it was not uncommon for pages to
become intoxicated.

For example, one page testified that at “every party that I at-
tended”’ alcohol was consumed, and that pages got drunk at “most”
page parties the page had attended. Two other pages testified about
parties at which they might have had so much to drink that they
could not remember conversations or events that took place at the
party. Another testified the pattern changed during the course of
the year:

I think pages abused that privilege of being on their
own, so they drank when they first got there. But after the
first few months some maintained drinking but some just
dropped it and thought it was rediculous, a waste of time,
you know, do it every now and then. But the way they
first came, it was-like every single night, school nights and
everything.

Several parties stood out in the minds of individual pages be-
cause of specific events. Pages recalled one party where a fight
broke out between a page and two non-pages; another where Leroy
Williams was so drunk he fell and cut himself badly; one where a
female page developed a nose bleed as a result of inhaling some-
thing; a fourth which was a ‘“going-away’ party for Leroy Wil-
liams; a year-end party where both alcohol and marijuana were
available to pages.

In summary, alcohol use was extensive among pages during the
1981-82 year, and among some groups of pages and individuals it
was seriously out of hand.

(c) Drug abuse by pages.—The Special Council has not completed
the investigation of allegations concerning illicit use or distribution
of drugs by Members, officers, or employees of the House. This
report does not set forth any specific findings concerning such use
or distribution. But it would be incomplete and misleading to ad-
dress the sexual allegations involving pages without providing as
background a description of the general sense obtained to date of
drug use among the pages during 1981-82. Since these matters are
still the subject of an active investigation by the Special Counsel
and the Department of Justice, the summary presented here must
necessarily be both partial and general.

The information gathered by the Special Counsel to date indi-
cates that there was drug use by some pages during 1981-82. This
drug use fell into four categories:

First, some pages used high dosage caffeine pills, amphet-
amines, or diet pills normally available only by prescription.
Often these pills were used to keep awake during school and
working hours.
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Second, some pages used amly nitrate, a substance knownp
colloquially by a variety of names: ‘“poppers,” ‘“rush,” or
“locker room.” This substance comes in hard capsules which
are broken open to allow the substance to be sniffed and gives
the user a “rush.” It is reputedly used to enhance sexual per-
formance. This substance is available over the counter.

Third, some pages smoked marijuana. The information ob
tained to date is not sufficient to determine the extent of mari-
juana used among the pages. But pages have said that it was
used occasionally by some pages and that marijuana was
smoked by a few pages at parties.

Fourth, the evidence received to date indicates that four
pages may have used cocaine on a few occasions, although
there is conflicting evidence on whether all four used it and, if
so, how often. The information obtained to date is also not suf-
ficient to reach a firm conclusion at this time about the extent
of cocaine use among pages.

The evidence the Special Counsel has received, therefore, indi-
cates that illegal drugs were used by some pages during 1981-82.
No use of drugs by teenagers can be viewed as anything other than
a grave and serious matter. But the evidence received to date indi-
cates that the majority of pages did not use drugs during 1981-82

(2) Events of January to June, 1982

(a) Leroy Williams’ departure from Washington, D.C.—The depar-
ture of Leroy Williams from Washington, D.C. is the event that
brought attention to the activities of some pages. Williams had ar-
rived as a page in June, 1981. He had been promoted to the posi
tion of page overseer in July, 1981. To all outward appearances he
was doing well throughout the Fall of 1981. To the other pages,
Williams appeared to have a lot of money, dressed well, and moved
with a group of pages that partied and drank a lot.

On Friday, January 29, 1982, Williams turned his books in to the
Secretary of the Capitol Page School. That night there was a fare
well party for him. He left Washington that weekend.

Williams’ departure might have been both the beginning and the
end of the story were it not for Williams’' landlady. She had been i1n
regular contact with Williams’ supervisor in the Doorkeeper's
office, seeking assistance in collecting back rent. The Tuesday after
Williams' departure, she reported to his supervisor that Williams
had left behind some things in his room, including someone else’s
wallet. The supervisor informed her that the owner of the wallet
was a page who had reported her wallet missing from the House
Republican Cloakroom about two weeks earlier. .

Based on this information, the landlady contacted the Capitol
Police.

(b) The Grossi investigation.—When the page’s wallet had first
been reported missing, the Capitol Police had assigned the matter
to Sgt. John Grossi of the Criminal Investigation Division. On Feb-
ruary 2, 1982, Williams’ landlady met with Grossi and gave him
the missing wallet. She informed Groesi that she had found the
wallet when she was cleaning out the room of Leroy Williams.
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williams’ landlady also told Grossi, that she had information
concerning misconduct by pages. Grossi testifed that she said that
there had been ‘“wild parties’ at Williams' apartment and that
“quite an amount of liquor and beer had been consumed.”’ She re-

rted receiving many complaints of loud all-night parties and
broken liquor bottles in the trash area of the apartment building.

Finally, the landlady told Grossi about ‘‘pornographic material”
which she found in Williams' room. According to Grossi, she said
that she had found “a particular type of magazine that lists homo-
sexuals and . . . how you can get in touch with them.”

During the next nine days, from February 2 to February 11,
1982, Grossi investigated not just the page’s stolen wallet, but gen-
eral misconduct of pages, including possible page involvement in
homosexual activities.

Grossi interviewed eight pages. Both his recollection and his con-
temporaneous written reports indicate that the pages he inter-
viewed confirmed that parties had occurred at which pages drank
heavily. Grossi pressed for details in his interviews about the use of
alcohol and the use of drugs among pages. He questioned the pages
about Williams’ homosexuality, about homosexuality among other
pages, and about sexual activity between pages and ‘‘non-page
adult.” According to Grossi's recollections, he did not ask questions
about sexual activity involving either Members of Congress or con-
gressional staff. He testified he had no reason to ask these ques-
tions because he had received no information suggesting such in-
volvement. Nonetheless, it appears that at least two of the pages
whom he interviewed interpreted his questions to mean that he
vvtzsff asking about Members of Congress and about congressional
§ .

Grossi’'s reports list eight pages as directly or indirectly involved
in loud parties, excessive drinking, forays to the Fourteenth Street
"red light” district allegedly in search of prostitutes, or use of amyl
nitrate. Grossi testified several pages told him that “the problem
would no longer be a problem . . . if they just got rid of a certain
group that was causing these problems.”

In the course of his investigation, Grossi provided his written re-
ports to Benjamin Guthrie, the Sergeant-at-Arms of the House.
Guthrie provided information and copies of the reports to James
Molloy, rkeeper of the House. Molloy in turn discussed these
matters with several of his subordinates, at least some of whom
also read Grossi’s reports.

In a February 11, 1982 meeting, Guthrie directed Grossi to close
his investigation.®
_(c) Actions following Grossi investigation.—Based on the informa-
tion that Grossi developed, three actions occurred:

1. Two pages were terminated—technically on the grounds
that they had grades below a C average at the page school.

2. Doorkeeper Molloy informed sponsors of pages mentioned
in Grossi's report that their pages’ names had come up in the
investigation.

3. Certain individual pages were reprimanded, and all pages
were cautioned about their personal behavior.

* A further discussion of the Capitol Police investigation appears in Appendix A.
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Page terminations: One page reported by Grossi as a source of
problems—Williams—had already left Washington. Molloy re
moved him from the page rolls to reflect administratively what haqd
already occurred in fact.

During the Grossi investigation, Molloy discovered that two of
the pages named in Grossi’s reports had just then received mid-
term grades which fell below a C average. These two pages had
come to his attention as poor workers in the past. He decided to
terminate these two pages. To avoid giving them a bad record,
Molloy justified the termination entirely on the basis of their
grades. Molloy’s recollection is that he simply informed the spon.
soring Members that the pages were being sent home.?

Molloy discussed another page identified by Grossi as a trouble
maker with the page’s immediate supervisor, and with the sponsor-
ing Member. The supervisor reported to Molloy that the page in
question was a hard worker and carried out his duties well. Molloy
testified that the page’s sponsor argued against the page being sent
home on a number of grounds. Based on these conversations,
Molloy decided not to terminate this page. But he asked the super-
visor to have a tough conversation with the page and give him a
strong warning that, if any further reports of misbehavior were re-
ceived, he would be terminated.

Notification to Members: Guthrie and Molloy testified that they
had one conversation with the Speaker of the House about the Cap
itol Police investigation shortly after the investigation began. The
Speaker asked Molloy to notify the congressional sponsors of pages
whose behaviour was under investigation. Molloy made a round of
visits and telephone calls to carry out this instruction. In some cir-
cumstances, he could not reach the Member personally, and in
some of those instances he provided the information to the Mem-
bers’ staff.

General followup by Doorkeeper’s Office: About the middle of
February, the Deputy in the Doorkeeper’s Office, Jack Russ, con-
vened a meeting of all pages. Russ covered a number of topics at
this meeting. He included a strong warning to all pages against
bouncing checks, drinking alcohol, or giving or attending wild par-
ties. He alluded to the departure of several pages, with the implica-
ton that he hoped that there would be no further problems. Either
at this meeting or at other times, pages received the clear impres:
sion that the Doorkeeper’s Office did not want them to discuss
these matters with the press.

(d) Rumors of a “page scandal’ and press followup.—By mid-Feb
ruary, 1982 many people knew of the Capitol Police investigation
and the existence of some page problems. The pages themselves
were very much aware of the inquiry. The eight pages whom
Grossi interviewed and the several additional pages named in his
report were acutely interested in what the Capitol Police were find:
ing. The nature of some of Grossi’s questions to the pages inevits
bly had fueled speculation. Rumors abounded as interviewed pages

7 Staff members of the sponsoring Members recall that Molloy mentioned that the pages beiné
dismissed had been named in an investigation. But staff of one of the Congressional sponsor
believed that it was the sponsoring Member, and not Molloy, who decided to send the page home
on the basis of bad grades. The sponsor of the other page recalls discussing with Molloy sever:
reasons for his page s dismissal, including poor grades.
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read additional implications into Grossi's questions and speculated
with others on what lay behind those questions. One page testified
that another who had been interviewed speculated that Grossi
thought Williams was a homosexual liaison for Members of Con-
eSS.

grSome pages may have had a motivation to spread these rumors.
Pages whose conduct was under scrutiny were not happy about the
investigation or Molloy’s complaints to their sponsors. The Special
Counsel received evidence that some pages may, out of anger, have
spread, or threatened to spread, malicious stories about Members
of the House.® An aide to Representative Patricia Schroeder, who
sponsored Opp, recalls that Opp telephoned him one night in Feb-
ruary from a page party, and told him that if the pages were going
to be criticized they would take a few Members of Congress with
them. A congressional staff person called the staff of the House
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct on February 11 to
report the rumor—along with a host of inaccurate details—that
Williams had been a homosexual pimp for Members of Congress.
When traced to its source by investigators for the Special Counsel,
the source turned out to be Opp.

Beyond the pages, some sponsoring Members, the staff of some of
those Members, and at least four or five staff members in the Door-
keeper’s Office knew not only of the investigation but also of some
details. In all, at least 20 to 30 people, probably more, knew some-
thing about the problems that had been discovered with the pages.
Capitol Hill was described by one witness in his deposition as “the
rumor capitol of the world.” In this environment, it did not take
long for news of the page investigation to travel.

The rumors quickly reached reporters. On February 11, 1982, the
very day the Capitol Police closed their investigation, a reporter
from the Washington Post called the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct and asked if the Committee was investigating im-
proper activity involving House pages. At the same time, a reporter
from Independent News Network made a number of calls and
sought to interview pages. No stories appeared in the press during
February, 1982, but rumors envisioning a scandal far beyond the
facts continued to circulate in the Capitol.

(e) Intervening developments.—No further significant develop-
mec?tl\sd involving pages occurred during the months of March, April
and May.

Two important events did occur, however, although their signifi-
cance was not appreciated until later. On March lg, 1982, the Ar-
ington Police Department raided a male modeling agency that the
police alleged was a front for a homosexual prostitution outcall
business. The D.C. and Arlington Police confiscated extensive busi-
ness records which included the names, addresses, and telephone
numbers of hundreds of customers. These records also included de-
tailed accounts of the dates, times, and names of both customer
and prostitute for nearly every liaison. At the time of the raid, no

*One of the terminated paﬁee reacted angrily to his termination. This page told other pages
that he was going to contact the Washington Post and expose the widespreadd favortism on Cap-
tol Hill. This page testified that he never followed through on this threat. But many es re-
prted as fact to Committee investigators that this page gone to the House Prees Gallery
and denounced his sponsor.
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one recognized that Friendly Models was the organization whose
directory was found in Leroy Williams' room by his landlady in
February, 1982.

One month later, on April 19, 1982, in a wholly unrelated investi.
gation, the D.C. Metropolitan Police arrested three individuals for
allegedly selling cocaine to an undercover police officer. One of the
individuals arrested was a former page, and another was a former
congressional staff member. The arrests do not appear to have
made news at the time they occurred. But in mid-June both the
Washington Post and the local Washington television affiliate of
CBS, WDM, ran stories reporting that one of the arrested individ-
uals had begun cooperating with authorities. They charged that a
network of Congressional aides such as tour guides, pages, and staff
of the House Doorkeeper was distributing drugs on Capitol Hill.

(f) CBS news reporter.—Sometime in late May or early June, a
CBS television reporter began contacting pages in the House seek-
ing information about improper activities on the part of Members
of Congress.? On June 9, 1982, Jeffrey Opp, then a sixteen-year-old
House page, received a telephone call at his apartment in Washing-
ton, D.C. The caller did not identify himself, but, according to Opp,
said he had an invitation for Opp and needed Opp’s address. Opp
provided his address to the caller. Opp testified that within five
minutes a visitor knocked on his door and introduced himself as a
CBS news reporter.

According to Opp, the reporter said he had been investigating ho
mosexual activities of Members of Congress for some time. Opp tes
tified under oath that the reporter asked him about a ring of 25 to
90 homosexual Congressmen and about an employee of the Door-
keeper’s office who allegedly procured pages for them. Opp testified
that the reporter claimed to have talked to homosexual prostitutes
who told him that some Members of Congress frequented the ‘“red
light” district in Washington. Opp told the FBI and testified in his
deposition that the reporter named Congressmen in his discussion
of these allegations. According to Opp, the allegations discussed by
the reporter were that one Congressman liked eight-year-olds, a
second Congressman frequented the homosexual areas of Four-
teenth Street, a third was “after little kids,”” a fourth was involved
in homosexual activities, and a fifth was “an avid coke fiend.”

According to Opp, the reporter said that he had heard that Opp
knew a lot and was not an “air head.” By Opp’s account, he felt
flattered by the reporter’s attention and therefore spent some time
talking to him.

Immediately after this conversation with the reporter, Opp had
conversations with at least two other pages. He talked about homo
sexual approaches he said he had personally experienced and he
also began repeating some of the stories that the reporter had told
him.

® The reporter declined to be interviewed by re ntatives from the Special Counsel’s office.
so that this account draws on information pmws:.e by people to whom the reporter spoke. In
addition to the formal exchange of correspondence between the Special Council and the CBS
attorney, there were several conversations between the Associate Special Council and the CBS
attorney to provide the reporter an opportunity to comment on sworn testimony about him and
to obtain any information of improper activities he had.
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On June 10, 1982, the day after Opp’s discussion with the report-
er. Opp went to see two staff aides in the office of Opp’s sponsor,
Representative Schroeder. He told them about a homosexual prosti-
wtion ring and drug use involving pages, Members of Congress and
others They asked him how he knew this, and he said he had been
working undercover for the prior two weeks contacting young ho-
mosexual prostitutes in a section of New York Avenue (part of the
Washington ‘“‘red light” district) to assist a CBS news in invqstiﬁ?.;
tion. Opp claimed that an electronic “bug” had been placed in
room, that his new roommate was a ‘“‘plant”’ placed to spy on him
by the House Doorkeeper, and that people were watching his
house. According to all three individuals involved, this conversa-
tion was tense; Opp was agitated and angry.

The two staff members were concerned about Opp’s charges, and
angry at the idea that a news organization would use a 16-year-old
House page to assist in investigating a homosexual ring in the New
York Avenue area. They contacteci officials at the Department of
Justice, and telephoned the CBS reporter to complain. The reporter
said he could not talk on the phone, and arranged to meet them on
the Mall in front of the East wing of the National Gallery of Art.
The reporter arrived with another CBS employee. The Schroeder
aides recall that his manner was very secretive. He said he had
learned of a widespread homosexual ring among high-ranking gov-
ernment officials. He said he had been investigating this ring for
some time, and it was a major scandal. In a sworn statement, one
of the Schroeder aides recalls that at this point in the conversation,
the reporter—

Even drew a scheme on a piece of paper which had the
Capitol at the center and included lines to the Pentagon,
the Department of Justice, State, and GAO. He emphati-
cally asserted that he had solid information that there was
a widespread, organized homosexual ring among executive
branch employees, including the agencies he drew,
[M]embers of [Clongress, lobbyists, and Capitol employees,
and the favors were being traded for sex, including page
promotions and extensions.

The Schroeder staff members told the reporter that Opp said he
had been used undercover for two weeks on New York Avenue as
part of CBS’s investigation. The reporter denied that Opp had done
any work for him, and said that in fact, he had only tall;:ed to Opp
the day before, June 9. The reporter said that he had discussed the
names of some Congressmen with Opp to get Opp’s view of them.
The reporter said that he included in the list of names discussed
with Opp some ‘“dead-fish”’ Congressmen whom the reporter did
not believe to be involved in improper conduct, in order to test
Opp's reliability. Opp had not claimed to have any knowledge
about these ple, which in the reporter’s judgment enhanced the
credibility of Opp’s comments about others.

Following this meeting with the reporter, the Schroeder aides in-
terviewed Opp again. This interview occurred on Friday, June 11,
1382. Opp admitted that he exaggerated in the first meeting. He
admitted that he had made up the story about finding a “bug” as
well as the part about interviewing male prostitutes to assist CBS
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News. He also admitted he had no evidence that his roommate was
a spy, planted by the Doorkeeper’s office. But he stuck to the rest
of the story.

That same day, the aides made arrangements of Opp to meet
with Department of Justice Officials on Monday, June 14, 1982
Also on June 11, however, the reporter called Opp, and Opp
to give an interview on camera, with lighting and effects to shield
his identity. This interview took place at CBS studios in Washing.
ton on the next day, Saturday, June 12, although it was not aired
until June 30.

On June 14, 1982, Opp and his father met with attorneys from
the Public Integrity Section for two hours. The Justice Department
then initiated its investigation.

The CBS reporter later asked one of the Schroeder staff members
about the details of the meeting at Justice and requested a descrip-
tion of the agents who attended. That staffer recalls that on at

least one occasion between June 10 and June 15, he told the report-
er:

If you are basing your story on Opp’s word, you are
skating on thin ice. He may know something but he is not
reliable, and a good deal of what he told us about this,
along with some other unrelated items, turned out not to
be true. For example, Opp had told me on/about May 1982
he had been admitted to Georgetown University and it
turned out he was only a junior in high school and was not
admitted to any university.

But Schroeder’s staffer said the reporter responded that his story
would not be based simply on Opp’s allegations, that he had sever-
al witnesses and that Opp corroborated what he already had from
other sources.

During June, the reporter also contacted Leroy Williams in Ar-
kansas. On Saturday, June 21, 1982, he appeared unannounced at
Williams’ home in Little Rock. According to Williams’ sworn testi-
mony, the reporter said that the Doorkeeper’s office had told the
press that three pages including him had created problems, these
pages had been dismissed, and that action cleared up the problem.
The reporter also said to Williams that Opp had told the Justice
Department that Williams was involved in homosexual activity as
well as in drug trafficking. The reporter said that he believed the
Doorkeeper’s office was not being fair to Williams and that he
wanted to give Williams an opportunity to present his side.

Williams testified that he was upset to hear that the Doorkeep-
er’s office was blaming him for problems of the page system, and
that Opp had charged him with trafficking in narcotics. He saw the
television reporter as an opportunitz to respond to these charges.
The reporter assured Williams that he would not reveal his ident:-
ty, even in discussion with other witnesses information Xrovided by
\%illiams. The reporter promised Williams that he would not reveal
the names of any people with whom Williams was sexually 1p-
volved. '

After having been given these assurances of confidentiality, Wil-
liams met with the reporter on Sunday, June 22, for about an hour.
During that time the reporter interviewed him and tape-recorded
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the interview. On the following day, Monday, June 23, Williams,
his face backlighted and hidden in deep shadows, gave the reporter
an oncamera interview and alleged that he had had homosexual
relations with three Congressmen and with Congressional staff.

On June 30 and July 1, CBS broadcast its interviews with Opp
and Williams, and the Congress and the nation were introduced to
the “page scandal.” Thirteen days later, the House adopted to H.
Res. 518, initiating this investigation.

(3) Summary

It is the conclusion of the Special Counsel that the rumors that
sparked the intitial press interest and press investigation of a
“page scandal” on Capitol Hill had their origins in the events sur-
rounding the departure of three pages from the page program in
late January and early February of 1982.

These events included a brief investigation by Sgt. John Grossi of
the Capitol Police Department. The issues raised by this investiga-
tion were unquestionably serious. They involved excessive drinking
by young pages whose welfare was in large measure the
responsibility of the House of Representatives. In addition, there
were allegations that pages were involved in the use of drugs and
in trips to Fourteenth Street to find prostitutes. Finally, the evi-
dence assembled by Grossi indicated that Leroy Williams had been
seriously in debt when he left Washington, and that Williams had
left homosexual literature in his room when he left Washington.
But nothing in the original investigation or in the facts that the
Special Counsel has found concerning events in February even
hinted at sexual misconduct involving Members or employees of
the House.

Nonetheless, the evidence is clear that rumors about a :l“ﬂage
scandal”’ began cirulating in the wake of the investigation. These
rumors included stories about sexual relationships between Mem-
bers and pages as well as stories of pages “pimping”’ for Members.
But the evidence also indicates that these rumors were grossly dis-
torted interpretations of the page dismissals and the Capitol lg’olioe
Investigation.

Finally, the allegations made by the two former pages to the
press in June, 1982 appear to have been stimulated more by their
own resentment, egos and immaturity, and by contact with one re-
porter, than by any events involving actions by Members of Con-
gress. It is to the allegations made by Leroy “)i'lliams and Jeffrey
Opp that we now turn.

B. Leroy Williams

In his CBS interview, Williams asserted that he had had sexual
relations with three different Congressmen, three times with one of
them, and that he procured homosexual prostitutes for Congres-
fonal staffers. Two month’s later, Williams changed his story
when he was interviewed by Committee investigators. Williams
then testified under oath in a deposition taken by the Committee
Chairman and Special Counsel that his prior assertions were false.

Since Williams had told two stories that were totally contradic-
tory, the Special Counsel concluded that it was necessary to investi-
gate his charges independently in order to assess whether his origi-
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nal story or his recantation was in fact true. In what follows, thjs
report describes Williams' personal background, analyzes his expe-
rience in Washington in order to discern his motives for making
the false charges that he did, and presents the basis for the Specig|
Counsel’s conclusion that Williams’ original charges were false ang

that the testimony he gave under oath when he recanted thog
charges was accurate.

(1) Personal background

(a) Introduction.—Leroy Williams was born on June 14, 1964 ip
Little Rock, Arkansas, and is the fifth of six children. His father
worked as a laborer until several years ago when a medical disabil-
ity forced his retirement. His mother is a domestic worker. Wil
liams testified that his two older brothers are in prison, one for
murder, one for robbery. His father and mother have periodically
separated.

Prior to coming to Washington, Williams attended high school in
Little Rock, where he was a ‘B’ student and was involved in extra-
curricular activities such as the school choir and the drama club.
He was also active in the Sixth and Izard Church of Christ. Wil
liams testified that before he came to Washington he drank alcohol
infrequently, “maybe once a month.” He occasionally used drugs.
such l?s Marijuana, “on a limited social basis,”” at most once a
month.

Unknown to his family and friends in Arkansas, Williams had
felt a sexual attraction toward other males since the age of 12. At
14, he engaged in sexual relations with another male for the first
time. During the three years from 1978 to 1981 that preceded his
arrival in Washington, Williams had sexual relations with men ap
proximately ten times. Williams guarded this secret closely.

Williams first came to Washington in February, 1981, as a par-
ticipant in “Close-Up,” a program that brings high school students
to Washington for a week to learn about government. while in
Washington, Williams became interested in working as a page and
filed an application with his Congressman, Representative Ed Beth-
une. Williams’ application included recommendations from his his
tory teacher and from persons at his church. The House Commuittee
on Republican Personnel notified Congressman Bethune of Wil
liams’ selection on May 19, 1981, and he assumed his duties as 8
page June 29, 1981.

At the end of July, Williams was selected by the Doorkeeper to
be one of the two Republican Page Overseers, a supervisory pos!
tion. Throughout the period Williams served as a page, his work
was considered satisfactory, although his performance declined
toward the end of his tenure.

It was after working hours that Williams began to have prob-
lems. Williams spent most of his time outside of work and school
with a group of about five or six pages. He created a fictitious pi¢
ture that he came from a wealthy family. He told other pages that
his father was a heart surgeon, his mother an opera singer. He
talked about his parents’ ranch, their European travels, and the co
tillion balls they held every Christmas. Williams also told the other
pages about his girlfriend, Nancy, who he said was a nurse. None
of the pages ever saw or met Nancy.
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(b) Sexual activities.—When the Congress went into its 1981 mid-
summer recess, most of the other pages went home. But Leroy Wil-
liams remained in Washington alone. He told other pages that he
was not going home because his parents were travelling abroad. It
was at this point that the 17 year-old Williams first engaged the
services of a homosexual prostitute.

He contacted the ‘“Friendly Models”’ agency and obtained the
services of a male prostitute, for which he paid $50 by check. Wil-
liams used the services of the Friendly Models agency on fifteen
different occasions between August, 1981, and January, 1982, ten of
those times during the August Congressional recess.

In the months that followed, Williams cruised the gay bars and
bookstores, and visited a gay bath house. He testified that between
the end of August, 1981 and the end of January, 1982 he had homo-
sexual relations on an average of three times a week, usually with
a different person whom he had met in one of those establish-
ments. Williams thought some were congressional employees be-
cause he said he later recognized them at work in the Capitol. He
dealt with these men on a one-time, first-name basis. In addition to
these occasional relationships, Williams testified he had sexual re-
lations on a few occasions with a male who was a Government
Printing Office employee, and then over a period of several weeks
with a male hairdresser who worked in Georgetown. So far as the
pages were concerned, Williams tried to hide his homosexuality.

But it was impossible to keep the secret completely hidden. In
August, Williams moved to an apartment from the room he had
rented when he first arrived. A page supervisor in the Doorkeep-
er's office, who had rented Williams his first room discovered a bro-
chure advertising the Friendly Models prostitution agency among
personal effects Williams had left in his room. This page supervisor
has testified under oath that he did nothing with this information:

I figured essentially that Leroy no longer lived there and
that his social life, whatever it may be, * * * [was] not of a
particular interest to me * * * In any respect, I have not
really discussed with any page their sexual activity and
while I am concerned about it and don’t like it at all, I am
?}?t really sure what my role would be in discussing it with

em.

_(c) Use of alcohol and drugs.—During the seven months that Wil-
liams was in Washington, he consumed more and more alcohol. He
drank when he cruised homosexual bars, and he and the five or six
Pages in his group drank frequently. The group gathered two or
th_ree.txmes a week at his or another page’s apartment for heavy
drinking sessions lasting well into the night. Sometimes these ses-
sions would go on until it was time for the pages to go to school at
six the next morning. Williams or other pages would occasionally
drink until they passed out from a combination of alcohol and ex-
haustion. Williams testified that when he left Washington in late
January, 1982, he “was literally an alcoholic.”
Williams’ use of drugs also increased sharply while he was a
e. He frequently took, caffeine pills to stay awake during the
ong hours of school and work when the House was in session. Wil-
liams testified that he used marijuana on several occasions, and he
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used cocaine two or three times. But alcohol, not drugs, was his
nemesis.

Williams’ school record reflects his intensifying problems while
he was a page. In early fall 1981, Williams’ first advisory grades
were close to a B average. By the late fall, they had fallen well
below a C average.

(d) Financial problems.—Williams got into increasingly severe fi.
nancial trouble in Washington. Pages are paid $700 per month. But
that is not enough money to pay for rent, purchase food, and live
the kind of lifestyle that Leroy Williams pursued. Williams’ use of
homosexual prostitutes, his heavy drinking, his expensive taste in
clothing, and the gifts he reportedly gave to other pages at Christ-
mas strained his finances severely.

Willliams had no source of income other than his salary. He
lived in the fashion he did by failing to pay a large number of bills,
writing bad checks, and stealing money. When he eventually left
Washington in January, 1982, Williams left behind many unpaid
charge bills and bounced checks, including almost $900 in unpaid
rent and telephone bills.

(e¢) Williams' departure.—By January, Williams was regularly
bouncing checks. I-ﬁ(sl landlady was becoming more and more impa-
tient for her back rent. Williams testified that he was now more
dependent on alcohol, more fearful that his homosexuality had
been discovered, and felt more pressured on his job. On Friday,
January 29, 1982, Williams told his supervisor he was going to
resign. That evening he went out with other pages to a party, and
spent the night in a homosexual bath house. The next morning,
Saturday, January 30, Williams took an automobile belonging to a
fellow page, drove to Tuscaloosa, Alabama. He visited the former
youth minister of his church who was living there, and eventually
returned home to Little Rock.

(f) Williams’ decision to talk to the press.—After he arrived back
home in Little Rock in February, 1982, Williams began to realize
i:ll}at his departure had stimulated criticisms and speculation about

im. .

In early March, Williams was approached by a reporter for a
local television station for an interview about his experiences as a

age. The reporter asked Williams if he had ever been homosexual-
fy propositoned while in Washington. Williams responded, “Just by
someone who worked on the Hill.”

Then, later in March, the page whose car Williams had taken
telephoned and asked if Williams had stolen the automobile which
had been recovered in Tuscaloosa, Alabama. Williams denied
taking the automobile. The page also told him there were rumors
that Williams had been involved in drug trafficking. .

According to Williams, he immediately telephoned his best friend
among the pages in Washington. She called him back that same
evening on a WATS line. She told him that the Doorkeeper’s Office
had linked him with two other pages who had been dismissed In
February. Williams’ friend said that supervisors in the Doorkeep-
er’s office were saying that all three pages, including Williams, had
been fired because they were “bad apples.” She told Williams there
was a press investigation about him, and the pages had been told
not to talk to the press about Williams.
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According to Williams, his anger and resentment came to a head
in June 1982, when he gave a CBS News reporter the interview
that CBS broadcast on June 30.,

(2) Williams’ allegations

The F.B.1., various news organizations, and the Committee’s staff
interviewed Williams in June and July 1982. He did not tell the
same story each time. But, in the course of these interviews, he
claimed that:

He was propositioned by, and had sexual relations with,
three congressmen,

He arranged a sexual liaison between a Senator and a male
prostitute;

He arranged sexual liaisons with male prostitutes for a Con-
gressman’s administrative assistant and for an employee of the
Government Printing Office.

Williams also repeated to interviewers other allegations of sexual
misconduct by Members and employees of the House which Wil-
liams said had been told to him by other pages. Specifically, he said
he had been told that:

A female page had been sleeping with two different Con-
gressmen,;

Pﬁes suspected a Doorkeeper’s office employee of procuring
female pages for sexual liaisons with a Member of Congress,
arranging homosexual activities for Congressmen, and having
homosexual relations with some male pages;

The Special Counsel has concluded that there is no evidence to
support any of Williams’ original charges. In reaching this conclu-
sion, the Special Counsel has not relied solely on Williams’ recanta-
tions. Rather, the Special Counsel’s investigative staff has conduct-
ed a detailed investigation of each of Williams’ allegations. Every
bit of independent evidence collected supports the conclusion that
Williams’ original allegations were false and that he was telling
the truth when he testified he had lied about those charges.

(a) General credibility.—Williams' credibility, even before he said
he was lying about all of the allegations, was not high. While in
Washington, Williams had lied about his family bacl:iground. He
had written numerous bad checks, failed to pay his rent, and lied
to his supervisors about his financial problems. Finally, at the time
he left the page program, he was suspected of having stolen both a
wallet and a car from other pages.

Williams’ Counsel allegations were inconsistent almost from the
moment he started making them. In his press interview in March,
Williams derided rumors of sexual relations between pages and
House staff, saying it was ‘‘a very, very small problem.” He said he
did not know of pages involved with congressional staff members,
although he was aware of an occasional “pass’” at pages. He specifi-
cally denied that he was personally involved in “this homosexual
thing,” but he did say that once a person “who worked on the Hill”
made a “pass’’ at him.

In June, Williams suddenly made his sensational charges on tele-
vision that he had sexual relations with three Congressmen and
Procured prostitutes for congressional staff members. However, in
Williams’ first interview with the FBI on June 25, 1982, two or
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three days after he talked to CBS, Williams mentioned sexual rela.
tions with two Congressmen, and did not mention staff. Moreover,
the details he provided concerning certain incidents differed. Wil.
liams told CBS he had sex with one Congressman on three occa-
sions including one time at the Watergate. Williams told the FB]
his most frequent encounters with one Congressman were on two
occasions, and never mentioned a tryst at the Watergate.

Williams was reinterviewed by the FBI on July 7, 1982, and his
story changed once again. He now spoke of sexual relations with
three Congressmen, and gave the FBI a third name. But now, Wil
liams added other names and allegations. For the first time, Wil-
liams said he had procured a male prostitute for a Senator, con-
gressional staff member, and Government Printing Office employ-
ee.
In his first interveiw with investigators from this Committee on
July 9 and 10, Williams also lied. Questioned about the thefts of a
female page’s purse, of another page’s automobile, and of a check-
book and cash from a family friend in Washington, Williams made
up an elaborate story about the stolen car and also had an inno-
cent explanation for the stolen purse. On the second day of this in-
terview, however, he admitted that he had taken the purse, had in
fact stolen the car, and $120 in $20 bills and some checks from his
friend’s purse.

On July 8, 1982, Williams failed a lie detector test administered
by the FBI.

(b) Retraction by Leroy Williams.—By late August, interviews
with many pages and other individuals had established there was
no corroboration for Leroy Williams’ allegations. Under the cir-
cumstances, the Special Counsel decided Williams should be rein-
terviewed and confronted with the evidence. Extensive prepara-
tions were undertaken to prepare for the interview. Investigators
diagrammed the offices of each of the Members of the House of
Representatives with whom Williams alleged he had sexual rels-
tions. They noted unusual design features to test if Williams could
provide details, since he claimed he had sexual relations with each
Member in that Member’s office. They interviewed the Congress-
men’s staffs to obtain information about the Congressmen to be
used in questioning Williams.

On August 26, 1982, investigators met with Williams in Little
Rock, Arkansas. During this interview, Williams admitted for the
first time that the allegations that he had had homosexual rela-
tions with Members of Congress were false. He also admitted that
the allegations that he had arranged sexual liaisons between male
prostitutes and a Senator, a Congressman'’s staff employee, and an
employee of the Government Printing Office, were also false.

Following these admissions to the investigators, a deposition was
scheduled for the morning of August 28, 1982 in Washington. On
that day the Chairman and Special Counsel deposed Williams In
executive session in the presence of his attorney.

Williams testified that he had left Washington and the page pro-
gram in late January, 1982 as a result of the problems he had ex-
perienced from excessive drinking:
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Because of the pressure that had been put on me be-
cause of [my supervisor’s] suspecting my homosexuality,
the pressures of the job, the fact that I was literally an al-
coholic because I had gotten to the point where I felt like
every day at lunch I had to have a drink in order to go
through the rest of the day. Those situations scared me a
great deal and I decided that it would be better for me to
be at home because I had too much of my life left to ruin
it all at such an early age.

Williams testified that when he was interviewed by the CBS
news reporter in June of 1982, he made up the story about having
sexual relations with Members of Congress. He told the Committee
under oath:

It was my intention to create a story that would be
credible and drastic enough that it would cause enough
public interest in order to cause people to look at the page
system and look at what was going on and basically that
was my reason.

Williams testified under oath that he never had sexual relations
with any Member of Congress. He specifically denied under oath
that he had ever had sexual relations with the Congressmen he
had named, that he had had sexual relations with the Senator he
had named or that he ever arranged a liaison between the Senator
and a homosexual prostitute.

He testified that Committee investigators had not pressured him
or attempted to pressure him into changing his story. Rather, he
said he had decided to tell the truth:

Mainly because the mental depression and the pressure
of the fraud that I created was just overwhelming and I
knew, or at least I felt like, there had been enough atten-
tion brought to the pages where there were going to have
to be modifications. So at that time, I did not feel like
there was any reason to continue in the fraud because I
was ready to tell the truth because the pressure was just
overwhelming. It had gotten to the point where I wanted
to end my life. So I knew that time it had become drastic
enough for me to disclose the truth.

(3) Investigative findings

(a) Allegations against Members of Congress.—At various times,
Williams alleged that he had had sexual relations with three Mem-
bers of Congress and that he had procured a male prostitute for a
Senator. In two instances, the evidence obtained, in the éudgment
of the Special Counsel, proves—independent of Williams' recanta-
tion—that Williams’ allegations were not true. In the other two in-
tances, Williams' vagueness about dates has limited the Special
Counsel’s ability to develop definitive proof. But all the evidence
that has been obtained contradicts Williams’ allegations.
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(1) Allegations for Which Detailed Evidence Was Obtained

Congressman A:!'° Williams told two versions of his encounter
with Congressman A. On July 7, Williams told the FBI the follow-
ing story about Congressman A: In November, 1981, Congressman
A approached him on the House floor and asked him to come to his
office after the session. Williams discussed the situation with a
fellow page who was a close friend. That evening he went to Con-
gressman A’s office, at about 6 p.m. where the Congressman ex-
pressed his desire to become better acquainted with Williams. This
encounter lasted only 10 minutes and involved no sex. Over the
next two weeks Congressman A once again approached him on the
House Floor and asked him to come by his office. Williams said he
went to Congressman A’s office at approximately 6:00 p.m. that
same day, where he was alone with the Congressman. Williams al-
leged that he and Congressman A engaged in homosexual relations
for approximately one hour.

Two days later, Williams told Committee investigators a slightly
different story. He said he had sexual relations with Congressman
A in November, 1981 after the first approach by Congressman A on
the House floor. He again said, however, that he joined Congress-
man A in the Congressman’s office at 6 p.m. He said that the
sexual relations were unsatisfactory to both of them and that Con-
gressman A never approached him again.

Although the inconsistencies in the stories raise questions about
Williams’ credibility, both stories are consistent with respect to
time—6 p.m.—and Williams’ allegation that the liaison occurred on
a work day sometime in November 1981.

Investigators in the Special Counsel’s Office have reconstructed
Congressman A’s time during the month of November 1981. That
reconstruction indicates it was not possible for Williams to have
been alone with the Congressman in his office between 6 and 7
p.m. in November, 1981 on a night when the House was in session.
One staff member stayed in Congressman A’s office every week
night, except Tuesdays, during November, 1981, until at least 8:00
p.m., an hour after Williams claimed he was with the Congress-
man. The staff member served as secretary and receptionist be
tween 6 and 8:00 p.m. and was aware if the Congressman was in
his office and who was with him. She has stated under oath that
the Congressman was never alone with a page in his office while
she was there. If the meeting with Williams occurred during the
week, it would have had to occur on one of the Tuesday nights
during November when this staff member was not on duty.

The Special Counsel’s office obtained and examined the Congress-
man’s schedule and travel records for November 1981. These
records show that Congressman A was not in Washington on three
of the four Tuesdays in November. On the one Tuesday he was In
Washington, the Congressman’s records show that the Congress
man was assigned the job of watching the floor for his party, and
the Congressional Record shows that he was on the floor of the

10 Since the Special Counsel has concluded the allegations conerning these Congressmen 3re
false, no names will be used in this report.
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House until 7:39 p.m., more than one-half hour after Williams al-
leges their liaison terminated.

The House was in session on only one Saturday in November,
1981—Saturday, November 21. That evening, Congressman A went
to dinner with another Congressman at a restaurant on Capitol
Hill, between 6:00 p.m. and 7:30 p.m. The Special Council has ob-
tained a copy of Congressman A’s charge account receipt showing a
charge at this restaurant on this date. The Special Counsel’s staff
has also interviewed the Congressman whom Congressman A said
accompained him to dinner that night. The Congressman confirms
that he did in fact go to dinner with Congressman A immediateeﬂ'
after the House session on November 21 at the restaurant named.

Congressman A requested that he be deposed, and he has sworn
under oath that he never propositioned Williams, never had sexual
relations with him, and in fact never even knew him.

Finally, the page whom Williams claimed he told about the ap-
proach from Congressman A denies that Williams ever mentioned
the matter.

In sum, based on the evidence obtained by the Special Counsel'’s
office, it appears virtually impossible for Williams to have had
sexual relations with Congressman A in his office between 6:00 and
.00 p.m. on any work day in November, 1981.

Senator B; In July, illiams also made allegations to the FBI
and this Committee’s investigators about Senator B. Senator B is
outside the jurisdiction of this Committee. However, to test Wil-
liams’ credibility, the Special Counsel did investigate the allega-
tions Williams had made.

On its face, Williams’ story about Senator B strains credulity.

Williams alleged that in the latter part of November 1981, his
work as a page overseer required him to make frequent trips to the
Senate where he became acquainted with Senator B. Williams
stated that during one conversation the Senator asked him if he
knew someone named Roger. Williams said that Roger, whom he
had met two or three times, was a male prostitute employed by an
‘outcall” prostitution agency, Friendly Models. Williams said he
told the Senator he did know Roger and the Senator then request-
ed Williams to contact Roger for him.

According to Williams’ story, the Senator asked Williams to ar-
range a liaison between Roger and the Senator at Williams' apart-
ment. Williams told the Senator that he could not use his own
apartment, but he could use the apartment of a friend with whom
Williams was staying at the Watergate South apartments. Wil-
lams said he agreed to make the necessary arrangements, and sub-
sequently, contacted the Senator’s office by telephone leaving a
message with a secretargethat the appointment was set for 11:00
pm. that evening. The Senator arrived at the apartment shortly
after 11:00, after William’s friend had gone to betfJ After the Sena-
‘or arrived, Williams claimed he contacted Friendly Models and re-
quested Roger be sent to the apartment.

According to Williams, Roger did come to the apartment. After
drinks, Williams said that er and the Senator went into the
master bedroom for approximately one hour. Afterwards, as the
Senator was leaving, he asked Williams to call his office if there
%as any way he could be of assistance to Williams. Williams al-
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leged that approximately one week later, he telephoned the Sens.
tor’s office and told a secretary that he wanted to work as a Senate
page. The secretary told him she had a memorandum from the
Senator indicating she should help Williams in any way possible.
In a later conversation with this secretary, Williams said he was
told that his application had been sent to ‘“‘the appropriate Com.
mittee.”” Before the Committee made its decision, however, Wil
liams had decided to return home, and did not pursue the matter.

The independent evidence developed by the Committee shows
virtually every statement in this story to be untrue.

“Roger” and Senator B: Unrelated to this Committee’s investiga-
tion, the Arlington County Police had executed a search warrant
and obtained the records of Friendly Models on March 18, 1982
The Arlington Police provided the Special Counsel’s Office with the
following information: The records of Friendly Models show Leroy
Williams was a client of Friendly Models. Those records indicate a
visit by “Roger”’ to Williams on November 15, 1981, at the street
address of the Watergate Apartments. This was the only time that
the records showed an employee of Friendly Models made a visit at
William’s request to the Watergate apartments during 1981. (Wil-
liams had previously been visited by “Roger’ on one occasion in
August at his room on Capitol Hill.)

The Special Counsel’s staff interviewed and deposed ‘“Roger.”
“Roger’’ testified he had a homosexual liaison with Leroy Wil
liams—not a Senator—at the Watergate apartments on November
15, 1981. He denied having relations with Senator B and testified
that Senator B was not present. “Roger’ also took an FBI poly-
graph examination. It was the opinion of the examiner that
“Roger”’ showed no deception when he denied the liaison with the
Senator.

Senator B on November 15, 1981: The Special Counsel obtained
and reviewed Senator B’s records concerning his schedule, airline
ticket receipts, and credit card receipts for the period Friday, No-
vember 13, 1981 through Monday November 16, 1981. These
records indicate that Senator B was in his home state all day on
November 15 and did not return to Washington until November 16

Calls to the Senator’s office: Williams alleged he made at least
one call to Senator B’s office the day of the liaison. He claimed he
spoke with a secretary. But November 15, 1981, was a Sunday, and
the Senator was out of town.

Weather: Williams alleged that on the night of the liaison there
had been some snowfall. Official Weather Bureau records show
that the first snowfall of 1981 did not occur until November 24,
1981, some nine days after the evening Roger visited the Water

ate.
8 In conclusion, the Special Counsel has found that independent
evidence totally contradicts Williams' allegations about Senator B
and supports the conclusion that he lied in making this allegation.

(ii) Allegations Regarding Other Two Members of Congress

Williams also told the FBI and investigators for this Committee
that he had sexual relations with Congressman C, and with Con-
gressman D.
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Congressman C: In the case of Congressman C. Williams initially
told inconsistent stories. In his interview with CBS News, Williams
said he had had sexual relations with the Congressman on three
occasions. When he talked to the FBI two or three days later, how-
ever, Williams told them that he had had sexual relations with
Congressman C on only two occasions.

In addition, details of the story that Williams told the FBI about
his encounters with Congressman C differed from those he pro-
vided to investigators from the Special Counsel’s office.

Congressman C has denied ever propositioning or having sexual
relations with Williams. He has said that he never met alone
under any circumstances with Williams and does not know him.
Congressman C took a polygraph examination, and the examiner’s
opinion was that the Congressman was telling the truth when he
denied knowing Williams and denied having homosexual relations
with him.

Investigators from the Special Counsel’s Office have inspected
the logs of the Congressman’s Office and have interviewed his staff.
His staff members have been shown photographs of Williams. No
one recalls Williams visiting Congressman C’s office on any occa-
sion.

Congressman D: In the case of Congressman D, Williams also
told inconsistent stories to the FBI and to the Special Counsel’s in-
vestigators. Williams told the FBI that Congressman D had initial-
ly propositioned him at a reception given by a Congressional Com-
mittee, which Williams named. Williams told the FBI he had de-
clined that night, but that the sexual liaison occured the following
day after he was again propositioned by the Congressman . Howev-
er, Williams told this Committee’s investigators that he did go to
Congressman D’s office right after the reception and had sexual re-
lations at that time.

Congressman D was interviewed by the Special Counsel’s staff
shout Williams’ allegations. He denied that he ever propositioned
leroy Williams or had sexual relations with him. He denied even
knowing Williams. Congressman D also denied attending the recep-
tion at which Williams claimed to have met him as the sponsoring
Committee did not involve an area of primary interest or concern
o him. An inspection of his office records did not indicate any oc-
casion when Williams was in his office. His staff could not recall
that Williams had ever been in his office. Committee investigators
showed Congressman B’s staff photographs of Williams. No one
picked him out as someone they recalled seeing around the office.

In sum, all the available evidence sugports the conciusion that
Williams lied about Congressmen C and D.

iii) Allegation of Procuring Prostitutes for a Congressman’s A.A.
and an Employee of the Government Printing Office

Williams alleged for the first time in his July 7, 1982 FBI inter-
view that in August, 1981 he had procured male prostitutes from
Friendly Models for a Congressman’s administrative assistant (AA)
and for an employee of the Government PrintiniOfﬁce (GPO). Wil-
liams said both of these liaisons took place on the same evening at
his ‘apartment. Williams stated that he obtained a prostitute
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named “Donnie”’ for the AA and a prostitute named ‘“Bob” for the
GPO employee.

Evidence obtained by the Special Counsel supports the conclusion
that Williams lied in making these allegations. The records of
Friendly Models do indicate that on August 11, 1981, male models
“Bob” and “Donnie,” the prostitutes with whom Williams claimed
he arranged dates for the GPO employee and the AA, answered
calls from Leroy Williams. Investigators from the Special Counsel’s
office have located and interviewed both “Bob” and “Donnie.” Both
men confirm going to Williams’ apartment on the same night in
August, but both said that Williams was their only client and he
did not procure their services for someone else.

The Committee investigated and deposed the AA for whom Wil-
liams said he arrange:f a homosexual prostitution liaison in
August. The AA testified that he did not have sexual relations with
Leroy Williams or with a male prostitute on any occasion.

Committee staff unsuccessfully attempted to locate the former
GPO employee. GPO records, including credit union records, the
GPO employee locator and the federal government communications
operator did not list a present or former GPO employee with the
name of the person for whom Williams said he arranged the date
with “Bob.”

(b) Further allegations by Williams.—Williams also repeated
some- allegations of sexual misconduct he had heard second-hand
from others. These allegations amounted to little more than gossip,
and, under other circumstances, would hardly merit serious investi-
fation. But, to assure that the investigation was complete, these al-
egations have also been investigated. The evidence developed has,
without exception, shown nothinito support them.

Allegation: Williams testified that he had been told that a female
page whom he named had sexual relationships with two Congress-
men, although he had no first-hand information of either liaison.

Investigative findings: Investigators interviewed the page and
both Congressmen allegedly involved, and attorneys on the Special
Counsel’s staff took the page’s testimony under oath at a deposi-
tion. They all denied the relationship. ’

Investigators showed a photograph array containing the pages
picture to the staff of both Congressmen, none of whom recognized
the page as someone who frequented the offices.

The e’s two roommates stated under oath at depositions that
to the t of their knowledge she had not been dating or having
an affair with a Congressman.

The two former pages who Williams said told him about one Con-
gressman'’s relationship with the page were deposed. Both denied
under oath knowing anything about any such relationship, and
both denied telling %Villiams or anyone else about such a relation-
ship.

Xnother former page, whom Williams said told him about the
second liaison, was also ds&osed under oath. He denied ever
making such a statement to Williams.

Allegation: Williams also testified that it was ‘“rumored” that
this female page was set up by a page sugervisor with the second
Congressman. Williams testified he heard this information from
the page who told him about this liaison. Williams had no personal
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knowledge of such a liaison or whether the page supervisor had a
role in setting up the liaison.

Investigative findings: Committee investigators identified those
pages who worked most closely with the page supervisor, and inter-
viewed and/or deposed each of them. None of the pages had any
personal knowledge or had ever heard any rumor that the page su-
pervisor had ever arranged or attempted to arrange dates between
a female page and either of the Congressmen mentioned by Wil-
liams, or between any page and anyone else. The pages testified
that they had no reason to believe that the page supervisor was ar-
ranging dates between pages and others or that any page was in-
volved sexually with any Member of Congress.

The page who was supposed to have told this story to Williams
denied under oath ever making such a statement.

That page supervisor named by Williams was also deposed under
oath, and also denied having ever been involved in any such activi-
ty with a page or a Member of Congress.

Allegation: Willaims also alleged under oath that a Member of
Congress ‘“‘propositioned”’ a female page. He testified that the Rep-
resentative merely called the page desk in October, 1981, and asked
to speak with the female page, who was unavailable. According to
Williams, the Congressman later called the Cloakroom and asked
her if she would drop by his office after adjournment; she reported-
ly declined, saying she was going home immediately after work be-
cause of school.

Investigative findings: The female page testified that she was
never approached by the Congressman Williams mentioned, that
she did not tell Leroy Williams, or any other page or anyone else
that she had been approached, or that she was propositioned by
that Congressman. She testified that some male pages “often’’ said
to her that they were “sure”’ she had been propositioned by some-
one, but she insisted to them that this was not true.

The page’s roommate testified under oath that she never heard
anything about her roommate being propositioned by anyone.

C. Jeffrey Opp

Jeffrey B. Opp was the other page who appeared, with his identi-
ty concealed, on the June 30 CBS News broadbast. In that broad-
cast, he alluded to one “homosexual approach” that a Congressman
had made to him. But interviews with the FBI and this Committee,
Opp made two different types of allegations:

1. allegations based on his ersonal experience, and
2. allegations based on information that he had heard from
other people.

The Special Counsel has found nothing to support any of these
allegations.

At his deposition before this Committee, Opp testified:

‘That interview was a—it was a 16 year old kid satisfying
his ego. That interview was my being—was me being, as 1
have said, holier-than-thou, * * * and being able to ration-
alize everything in my mind meant I had to be adamant, I
had to be definite, I had to say this is the way it is and lay
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it on the line, and not take into consideration my bias,
which I did not at that point.

Opp further testified that his conversation with the CBS reporter
had left him:

[Planicked, scared, * * * holier-than-thou, wanting to
prove something, and I used what [the reporter] said and I
convinced myself of it even though at the time he was
saying it I didn’t believe it, I convinced myself that it was
true and then that this Hill just needed to be cleaned up.

In retrospect, Opp testified that he did not feel that he had acted
responsibly in making the charges that he had made. He concluded
that he had exaggerated the significance of his personal expen-
ences in his discussions with the CBS reporter, with the staff of his
congressional sponsor, and with the Justice Department.

A careful evaluation of information provided by Opp has yielded
not a single instance in which there is responsible evidence that
improper actions occurred. All the evidence we have developed—
including significant changes in Opp’s own story when he was
questioned under oath—indicates that there is no support for his
allegations.

(1) Background

Jeffrey Opp was appointed as a page under the sponsorship of
Congresswoman Patricia Schroeder and served as a page from Jan-
uary 4, 1982 until June 12, 1982.

Opp considered himself far to the left on the political spectrum
and went out of his way to challenge authority and to make sure
that people were aware of his extreme left-wing political views. For
example, the Deputy Doorkeeper recalls a conversation in which he
recommended to Opp that he open a checking account in order to
deposit his salary and draw checks for his personal expenses; Opp
lx;eeplgsnded that, for ideological reasons, he did not believe in using

anks.

There was substantial tension between Opp and his supervisors
in the Doorkeeper’s office. The supervisory staff who had contact
with Opp had a strong negative impression of him. One supervisor
told Committee investigators that he did not like Opp personally
and believed that most of the pages did not like him. That supervi-
sor also felt that Opp had serious emotional problems.

For his part, Opp felt that his supervisors believed that he
should not have been a page. Opp felt that his supervisors’ attitude
toward him was based on the fact “that I preached socialist ideals.
* * * that I didn't look like a page, because I let my hair grow
longer than I should have, I didn’t tie my tie all the way while In
session, I was not your model page.”

Opp also resented his involvement in the investigation of pages
conducted by Sgt. Grossi of the Capitol Police. Opp said he believed
this investigation would lead to his termination as a page. When
Sgt. Grossi’s investigation concluded, the Doorkeeper visited Con-
gresswoman Schroeder to complain about Opp’s conduct. Following
the Doorkeeper’s visit, Congresswoman Schroeder’s staff admon-
ished Opp. Opp’s reaction to the investigation is evident from the
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telephone call he made to one of Congresswoman Schroeder’s staff
threatening that if the pages’ conduct was going to be criticized,
the pages would take a few Members of Congress down with them.

The allegations that Opp has made must also be considered
against the background of his reputation for exaggeration and for
“blowing things out of proportion.” Obviously, the evidence con-
cerning Opp required that his statements be subjected to a critical
and searching analysis.

(2) Opp’s direct conversations with four individuals

In his interview at the Department of Justice and his interview
by Committee investigators a few weeks later, Opp related four
personal experiences that, he asserted, had overtones of homosex-
ual solicitation.

(a) The four conversations.—

Congressman E: Opp testified that on May 25, 1982 the House
was working very late into the evening, and he was on duty on the
House floor. Opp was asked to help Congressman E make copies of
some documents to be distributed to House Members. Congressman
E and Opp were in the Speakers Lobby, a small area off to the side
where a copying machine is located. Opp said that he stood ap-
proximately two feet away from Congressman E while the machine
was copying. They stood silently for about 30 or 40 seconds, when
Congressman E moved to within a foot of Opp. Opp recalled that
the Congressman put his arm around Opp and pulled him “in an
ingratiating move.” Congressman E then allegedly asked, “You
want to come to a party tonight? I could show you some fun.” Opp
said he told the Congressman, no, and moved away. After the ma-
chine finished making the copies, Opp handed the copies to the
Congressman, and the Congressman left the area. The entire inci-
dent took only two minutes.

Opp has consistently maintained that he interpreted the actions
of Congressman E as being ‘“‘an overt sexual proposal.” He testified,
“I took it to mean that if I would have gone to that party, I would
have had fun via having sex with him.” Opp testified that he had
no contact with Congressman E before this incident and had none
after it occurred, except that the Congressman would look at him
strangely when thei; encountered each other on the floor.

Congressman E has said that he does not recall ever meeting
Opp. He did not recognize Opp’s photograph when it was shown to
him. Congressman E said that he rarely asked pages to run er-
rands for him and did not know many of them. Congressman E
said that he had only attempted to use the copying machine in the
Speaker’s Lobby on one occasion, several years before, and had
found the machine broken. He had not attempted to use the ma-
chine again; he habitually used another machine which he regard-
ed as better. He speculated either that Opp has confused him with
another Member or was inventing the entire incident. Congress-
man E recalled a somewhat heated exchange he had had on the
floor with Congresswoman Schroeder, Opp’s sponsor, some weeks
before the alleged incident. He thought it possible that Opp was re-
taliating against him out of a misguided sense of chivalry.

ngressman F: Opp’s interpretation of a brief conversation with
Congressman F has varied. According to Opp, on the night immedi-
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ately after he had been agproached by Congressman E, the House
was also in session late. Opp testified that he was ap%roached at
his desk on the floor of the House by Congressman F who also
asked him if he wanted to attend a party. According to Opp, the
Congressman made a gesture with his hands to his nose. Opp told
the FBI that he interpreted this gesture to mean there would be
cocaine at the party. He told Congressman F he was not into that
sort of thing, and the Congressman said nothing else about it. The
conversation lasted less than a minute, and Opp had no contact
with the Congressman either before or after this one conversation.

Opp told the FBI that he did not feel that the Congressman was
making homosexual advances toward him. But three days before
the FBI interview he told Congresswoman Schroeder’s s that he
did interpret the gesture to be sexual. When he first met with Com-
mittee investigators in July; he also said he considered Congress-
man F’s invitation to a party and his sniffing gesture to be a
sexual approach. Opp explained that the reason he perceived
sexual overtones in the incident was that offering drugs to a page
‘““goes hand in hand with homosexual acts.”

In his deposition in September, Opp reverted to the view that he

did not believe there was anything sexual involved. Rather, he tes-
tified that he regarded the incident as relating strictly to cocaine
use.
Congressman G: Opp’s interpretation of a conversation he had
with Congressman G changed over the summer. He told the FBI in
June that the conversation involved a sexual advance. In Septem-
ber, he testified that he was not so sure. The incident occurred
while the House was in session, late one night in early May. The
conversation with Congressman G occurred at approximately 11:00
to 11:15 p.m. in the Republican Cloakroom. Two employees who
worked in the snack bar were within two or three feet of Opp and
Congressman G when they were talking and there were other Con-
gressmen milling around. He and Congressman G were standing at
the snack bar, and the Congressman asked ‘“Where do you go after
this?’ Opp said he responded, “Home to bed.” The Congressman
then asked, ‘“Don’t you ever go out?” When pr said yes, the Con-
gressman asked where he went. Opp replied, “Penn. Ave.”’—mean-
ing the nearby bars and restaurants on Pennsylvania Avenue. As
Opp tells the story, the Congressman then said that he also went
there and that ‘[i]t is strange we have not seen each other.” Opp
said the Congressman than said, “We should see each other some-
time.”

The conversation lasted less than a minute. Opp said that he had
had no further contact with Congressman G prior to that incident,
other than taking messages to him on the floor, and that he had
had no contact with him since that incident.

Opp told the FBI that he considered the incident to have sexual
overtones. But at the time of the deposition Opp testified that he
was “not sure * * * I am not positive. It strikes me as being odd; it
strikes me as being strange, and certainly it could be, it could have
been, but I am not positive.”

When asked the basis of his concern that there had been sexual
overtones to the conversation, Opp said that Congressman G is “an
aloof man” who “does not come on nicely to people.” He also said
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that he had had some concern because of the reaction of the two
women who worked behind the snack counter. At his deposition,
Opp testified that one of these women told him upon his return a
short time later, “Got to watch out.” In previous interviews, he had
described the women as “eyeing”’ him ‘“warily”’ or clicking their
tongues.

\%:en the Special Counsel’s staff interviewed Congressman G, he

was incredulous. He did not know anything about Opp except what
he had heard in the media. He said that he had never met Opp and
did not know what he looked like. After being shown a photograph
of Opp, he still said he did not recognize him. When asked specifi-
cally about a conversation that might have occurred late at night
at the snack bar, Congressman G said that it was certainly possible
that if the House was in session late at night he would get a sand-
wich from the snack bar and that if he did that, he would probably
make conversation with someone standing nearby, including a
page.
But he said that the notion that someone would sexually proposi-
tion a page in the snack bar was preposterous. The snack bar
counter is only about seven feet long and there are two women who
work behind it who would overhear any conversation. Further-
more, there are many other persons moving about in a relatively
confined space who would also overhear. The Special Counsel’s
staff has visited this area and has found Congressman G’s descrip-
tion accurate.

Lobbyist: Opp told the FBI in June that a woman lobbyist had
been providing male pages for homosexual relations with Members
of Congress. He did not know her name. He described her to the
FBI only as a “very large woman.”

Opp explained to Committee investigators in July that this
charge was based in part on an encounter he had with her. Opp did
not know the woman’s name, but described her as blonde, obese,
and having a prominent nose. He said he met this woman at a
doorway to the House Floor and she remarked, “These guys could
use dome help from time to time. Do you think you could help?”’
Opp declined and went on his way. Based on this exchange, Opp
had concluded she was seeking to arrange sexual liasions. By Sep-
tember, Opp changes his mind about this conversation. He testified
at his deposition that he had “probably misread that incident.”

(3) Investigative findings

It is difficult not to dismiss Opp’s original stories, particularly
about the lobbyist, as ludicrous on their face. Had it not been for
the serious public concern about the “page scandal,” Opp’s charges
would not have even warranted investigation. Nonetheless, to the
extent possible, the Special Counsel attempted to investigate these
charges. The Special Counsel looked for methods of investigating
Opp’s charges in ways other than by simply questioning the partici-
pants, who, assuming any wrongdoing, would be likely to deny it.
This proved to be a difficult task. In each instance, the only thing
which was alleged to have occurred was a brief conversation be-
tween Opp and another person. The two snack bar attendants Opp
thought had overheard the conversation between Opp and Con-
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gressman G were interviewed by Committee investigators, but nei-
ther remembered the incident.

In an effort to seek some independent evidence, the Special
Counsel deposed three former pages, all friends of Opp, whom Opp
claimed he had told about his various experiences, if these wit-
nesses could establish that Opp had at least related consistent ver-
sions of these events to them, more or less contemporaneously with
those events, that consistency would have some limited corrobora-
tive effect. While all three former pages recalled Opp’s informing
them of at least one encounter with a Member of Congress, none of
their recollections of these incidents were consistent with each
other, and all were different from Opp’s version of events.

Finally, two of the three page friends testified that they did not
believe aspects of Opp’s story at the time he first told it to them
last Spring. One testified that Opp was undergoing some difficult
personal problems at the time. The second testified that aspects of
Opp’s story were ‘‘ridiculous” and that he was very concerned that
innocent people named by Opp would be damagel:ly if Opp’s allega-
tions appeared in the press.

It is the Special Counsel’s view that Opp’s interpretation of these
incidents has more to do with his own idiosyncratic reaction to sit-
uations rather than misconduct on anyone’s part. All his allega-
tions of personal experiences were nothing more than brief conver-
sations. There was no sexual contact, no sexual harassment, no
overt misconduct. The fact that Opp himself has retreated from his
conclusion that two of the four incidents had sexual overtones and
has expressed doubts about the third, further suggests that the
“advances’”’ were more imagined than real. The total absence of
any corroborating evidence and Opp’s general reputation only rein-
force this conclusion. Under scrutiny, Opp’s allegations of sexual
misconduct arising out of these personal encounters simply col-

lapse.
(4) Information From Others

In his initial interview with the FBI, Opp passed on a number of
stories of misconduct that he said were told to him by the CBS
news reporter. These included a number of named Congressmen al-
legedly involved in homosexual ring of 25 to 50 Congressmen for
whom pages were procured for sex by an employee of the Door-
keeper’s Office. Opp said his knowledge about these allegations was
limited to what he said he has been told. The CBS reporter de
clined to discuss with the Special Counsel what he had said to Opp.
much less the basis for any allegations that had been discussed.

Without the reporter’s cooperation, only one of these allegations
had sufficient detail to warrant investigation: that a sex ring was
operating out of the Doorkeeper’s Office. Investigators in the Spe-
cial Counsel’s Office inteviewed every employee of the Doorkeepers
Office about this allegation and deposed four of the key employees.
Every page or former page who was deposed was asked about these
allegations. Absolutely no support was found for the charges.
Indeed, it is almost impossible to imagine a sex ring of the magn:
tude alleged flourishing in secrecy in the fishbowl of Capitol Hill

Opp did make three other allegations about sexual misconduct of
Members of Congress which the Special Counsel did investigate.
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These all concerned incidents of which Opp had no first-hand
knowledge. No evidence has been found to support a single allega-
tion.

Congressman H: Opp told the FBI he believed Congressman H
was having sexual relations with a male page. Opp based this con-
clusion on four specific observations. First, Opp claimed that on
three separate occasions, the page said that he was going to drive
Congressman H to the airport so that the Congressman could fly to
his home state. But Opp said that on each occasion, Opp saw Con-
gressman H on the House floor or in one of the office buildings the
next day. Second, Opp once overheard a House employee who
worked on the Floor of the House say to the page, “You got to get
to know these people a lot better to stay here.” The employee also
told the page, “Go on about your business and I will tell you when
it is time.”” Third, Opp testified that on one occasion he had asked
the page “what the hell he was doing” after one of these conversa-
tions and the page said that he “needed to stay here.” Fourth, the
page had obtained appointments from several different Members of
Congress.

Solely on the basis of these observations, Opp concluded that the
page was having sex with Members of Congress and specifically
with Congressman H in order to keep his job.

Opp’s view of these incidents had changed radically by the time
of his deposition in September. He said that at the time he talked
with the Justice Department officials about this allegation.

[Elverything had the taste of, you know, perversion
acts and that type of thing, and at this point I just, after
rehashing with myself, using a bit of hindsight, and think-
ing that—back then I was doubting; I was doubting myself;
I was doubting people I was in contact with; [ was doubt-
ing all the congressmen who I had idolized at some point
and so it was very easy to assume that.

But after rehashing and hindsight, I was thinking the
situation probably was that he was looking for an appoint-
mentship.

In the Special Counsel’s judgment, the basis advanced by Opp for
his original allegation is so flimsy and farfetched that it is not
credible on its face. Nonetheless, the page in question has been de-
posed. The page testified that he never told Opp that he was driv-
ing Congressman H to the airport unless he actually drove the
Congressman to the airport. The page testified that he drove the
Congressman on one occasion. The page further testified that he
was not solicited by nor did he engage in homosexual relations
with the named Congressman, with any other employee or staff
member of the House of Representatives, or with any Member of
Congress.

In addition, the House employee named by Opp was interviewed
and provided a sworn affidavit. The House employee denied being
involved in any homosexual activity and said that he cautioned the
page to get to know the Members' faces so he could get a job in the
Cloakroom.

Congressman H has said that he sponsored this page after the
vage's prior appointment by another Member had expired. The

28-290 O - 83 - 20
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page contacted someone on Congressman H'’s staff who investigated
the me’s credentials and recommended that Congressman H spon.
sor him; Congressman H did not interview or meet the page prior
to sponsoring him.

Congressman H used his pages as drivers on occasion. On one oc-
casion he had an early morning flight to his home state from Balti.
more-Washington airport. Rather than leave his car at the airport,
he drove to the page’s house, picked up the page, drove to the air-

rt, and left the car with the page to drive back to Washington.

iIs incident may have triggered Opp’s speculation about the

pasﬁs driving him to the airport.

ngressman H noted that he never used any of his female pages
to drive him anywhere in the evening because he was concerned
that someone who spotted him getting into a car driven by a young
woman would speculate about their relationship. He adhered to
this position despite his wife’s protest that he was discriminating
against his female pages. (The pages liked to drive the Congress
man because it gave them the opportunity to talk to him and get to
know him.) The Congressman found it ironic that he should be ac-
cused of having a sexual relationship with a male page because the
pa%ﬁhad driven him.

ere is simply no evidence whatsoever to support Opp’s initial
allegation. Indeed, as Opp himself came to recognize, the “evi-
dence”’ Opp cited in support of the initial allegation does not sup
port it at all.

Congressman I: Opp told the FBI that an employee of the House
of Representatives gave a party in April, 1982, at which Congress-
man | “came on ph&s)ically” to a certain page. Opp said that the
advances made by Congressman I were ‘“groping stuff.” Opp did
not attend the party himself, but claimed to have had a conversa-
tion with a page who did. Opp named three other pages who were
present at the party.

Based on Opp’s allegations, the Special Counsel interviewed and
deposed the page involved, and a number of other pages. The page
who was reportedly the victim of the uninvited plﬁysical advances
testified he had never been at the home of a House employee
where Congressman I was present—totally contradicting what Opp
had reported. The page further testified that he did in fact attend a
party at Congressman I's house in April or May, 1982. There were
approximately 12 other ;ﬁeﬁ) le in attendance, including the Con-
gressman, his wife and children, one or two page supervisors and
at least one of their wives, and several Cloakroom pages. The page
testified that the Congressman made no advances to him. The page
further testified he did not tell anyone that the Congressman had
made any physical advances to him.

Another page who attended the party testified that the party oc-
curred around May 25, 1982. In addition, this page testified he saw
no advances by the Congressman or physical contact between the
Congressman and any page. Nor was he told about any such ad-
vances or physical contact.

Interviews with and depositions of more than half a dozen other
pages and individuals who were present at the party, including
page supervisors, corroborate this testimony that there was no such
sexual advance at Congressman I's party by the Congressman
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These individuals also said they knew of no party at the home of
the House employee attended by the Congressman. Congressman I
in an interview also denied the story. A photo array containing the
photograph of the page was shown to I's staff. No one recognized
the page.

Itpis wildly improbable that the Congressman would have made
the type of advance described by Opp in the presence of his wife
and children, who, all of the witnesses agree, attended the party.
No evidence supports Opp’s allegation; to the contrary, all availa-
ble evidence leads to the conclusion that the allegation is false.

Congressman J: Opp testified that he had heard that Congress-
man J was sleeping with a female page. Opp said that the page’s
roommate, and Opp’s own roommate had both told him about this
relationship. According to Opp, the page’s roommate had told Opp
at a party that the Congressman was paying the page’s rent. Opp
said he was told that the page would purchase a money order,
using funds supplied by Congressman J to pay her share of the
rent. Opp’s roommate repeated essentially the same information
about this page and the Congressman approximately one month
later—telling Opp this information also came from the page’s
roommate.

The Special Counsel’s staff interviewed and deposed the page and
her two roommates, one of whom had allegedly told Opp about the
affair. Each of them denied any knowledge of such an affair.

The Special Counsel also took the following steps:

The Committee subpoenaed bank account records of the page
and her roommate who collected the rent checks and sent
them to the landlord. Those records reflect no evidence of a
monthly payment from Congressman J. The records are con-
sistent with the page’s testimony that she paid her share of the
rent by check on a monthly basis.

The Congressman’s secretary who handled his personal fi-
nances was interviewed and deposed. She testified there were
no records consistent with a pattern of regular monthly pay-
ments in the amount of the page’s rent, and that the records
reflected no payments to any pages.

An investigator examined the House Finance Committee’s
periodic reports on Congressman J’s office expenditures. There
were no payments from his office account to pages or for
money orders. Nor were there any payments consistent with a
pattern of monthly payments of the page’s rent.

An investigator also examined the cancelled checks from the
Congressman’s personal account for the pertinent period.
These checks reflected no payments to the page, no purchase of
any money orders, and no pattern of payments consistent with
the monthly payment of the page’s rent.

The Committee investigators also showed to Congressman J’s
staff a group of unmarked photographs of female pages includ-
ing the page supposedly involved in the affair. No one on the
staff remembered the page as someone they had seen in Con-
gressman J's presence.

Congressman J responded to detailed questions from Com-
mittee investigators and denied the affair.
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In sum, no evidence could be found to suggest that Congressmap
J paid the page’s rent or was involved in any sexual relationship
with the page. The page’s roommate testified that it was possible
that this rumor resulted from a joke she had made about the fact
that the page regarded the Congressman as attractive.

D. Other allegations

During the course of the investigation pursuant to H. Res. 518
the Special Counsel has received a number of allegations of im.
proper or illegal sexual conduct by Members, officers, or employees
of the House of Representatives. The Special Counsel has concluded
his investigation o? the allegations set out below. They fall into two
categories. The first set of allegations proved unfounded. The
second set of allegations proved to have insufficient grounds to
warrant further investigation either because of the staleness of the
incidents or because the allegations concerned individuals no
longer associated with the House of Representatives.

Allegation: The Special Counsel received an anonymous letter
charging that a Congressman had raped a participant in a universi
ty’s internship program who had been placed in Washington, D.C.

e anonymous author claimed that the director of the program
was aware of the incident.

Investigation: The Special Counsel’s staff interviewed the pro
gram director, two other university staff members, and an intem
who had allegedly been placed in Washington, D.C. The director
denied any knowledge of such an incident. The director advised the
Special Counsel’s investigators that he had previously been ques
tioned about this charge by three local newspaper reporters who
had each received a copy of the same anonymous letter just prior
to the 1982 congressional election. The other interviews established
that there were no interns from this program in Washington, D.C.
during the term of office of the accused Congressman.

Conclusion: The Special Counsel has found no evidence to sup
port the allegation as described in the anonymous letter and has
terminated the investigation of this matter. The timing of the alle
gation suggests that the anonymous source hoped to embarrass the
Coxf'ressman immediately before the election.

legation: The S xa{ Counsel’s staff was told by two sources
that- a former female page had dated a House employee. Neither
source could identify the employee, although one source said that
the employee was a ‘“page supervisor.” Also, an anonymous caller
nameq a particular page supervisor as being “involved with female
es.”
nvestigation: The Special Counsel’s staff interviewed and de
posed the female page. The page denied dating any Member, offi
cer, or employee of the House, and was unable to recall anything
she might have said that would have suggested that she had dated
a page supervisor. However, she acknowledged that she often made
joking remarks that others took to be serious. Her roommate test:
fied that she was prone to exaggerate her social relationships
Other pages cited this female page as the source of other unfound
ed rumors. In numerous interviews and depositions of other pages.
the Special Counsel inquired about whether the named supervisor
was involved with female pages. No page knew anything about it
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Many pages knew this supervisor and testified that the allegation
was wholly inconsistent with their experience and perception of
the individual in question. The individual was deposed and denied
the allegation under oath.

Conclusion: The Special Counsel has found no evidence to sup-
port further investigation.

Allegation: A former page told the FBI and the Special Counsel’s
staff that a Congressman had asked a female page to go out with
him. The female page asked two male pages to accompany her and
the Congressman to Georgetown. At the conclusion of the evening
the Congressman drove the pages home and remained in the car
with the female page after the two male pages had gone inside.

Investigation: The Special Counsel’s staff deposed the page who
made the allegation as well as the female page allegedly involved.
The third page named in connection with the incident was inter-
viewed. The female page testified that the Congressman had never
asked her to go out alone with him. On the evening in question, he
had offered to give her and her friends a ride to éeorgetown. She
testified that the Congressman drove them to Georgetown, accom-
panied them to a club and drove them home. She testified that he
never made a sexual advance to her. The statements of the second
male page were consistent with those of the female page. Both the
female page and the second male page stated that the page who
made the allegation had consumed so much beer while at the club
that his memo%of the evening was unlikely to be reliable.

Conclusion: The Special Counsel has found no evidence to con-
clude that the Congressman made a sexual approach to the female

e. |

Allegation: A former page told the FBI of a conversation he had
had with a Congressman in which the Congressman apparently
propositioned him.

Investigation: The Special Counsel’s staff deposed the page who
gave a different, wholly innocent, account of a conversation with
the same Congressman. Other statements of the page who reported
the allegation suggested that his initial interpretation of events
was questionable and that he frequently tended to assert conclu-
sions that, in the judgment of the Special Counsel, had no rational
basis. The Congressman was interviewed and does not recall
naving met or conversed with the page, although he acknowledged
t was his habit to “make small talk’” in the Cloakroom where this
incident was alleged to have occurred.

Conclusion: The Special Counsel has found no evidence to sup-
port the allegation.

Allegation: In response to the Special Counsel’s letter to former
pages, a former female page wrote that, in the corridor of a House
Office building, a male who she believed to be a Congressman had
put his arm around her waist and invited her into an office. She
¥rote that she ‘‘turned down the offer.”

Investigation: The Special Counsel’s investigators interviewed
‘s page twice. The crage described the incident as a ‘“joke,” and
recalled that she had laughed at the time. She reviewed photo-
graphs of all Congressmen who fit the physical description she

fave and was unable to recognize any as the man who had ap-
proached her.
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Conclusion: The Special Counsel has found no evidence to suggest
that any misconduct occurred.

Allegation: A former page alleged that statements and conduct of
certain female pages led him to believe that Capitol Police had
been sexually involved with three female pages, two of whom haq
been Senate pages.

Investigation: The Special Counsel’s staff reinterviewed and de-
posed the page who made the allegation, and forwarded his state-
ments about the former Senate pages to the Senate. The former
female House page denied that she had had any sexual involve-
ment with Capitol Police. Testimony of the page who made the al-
legation had been contradicted on a variety of matters by other evi
dence which has raised serious questions about his credibility. In
addition, a former aide of his sponsor has questioned his credibility.

Conclusion: The Special Counsel has found no evidence to sup-
port further investigation.

In several instances, the Special Counsel received allegations of
improper or illegal sexual conduct that occurred many years ago,
or by individuals who had once been but were no longer Members,
officers, or employees. Further investigation of these allegations
will not be pursued.

Respectively submitted,
JOseEPH A. CALIFANO, Jr.,
Special Counsel.
Dated: December 14, 1982.

APPENDIX A.—FEBRUARY 1982 PAGE INVESTIGATION BY U.S. CaPrrroL
PoOLICE

The United States Capitol Police (U.S.C.P.) conducted a brief in-
vestigation into allegations of misconduct involving pages in early
February, 1982. This investigation was triggered by the discovery
in Leroy Williams’ apartment of another page’s missing wallet and
by information from Williams’ landlady about drunken parties.

The Committee received allegations that the U.S.C.P. investiga-
tion had been prematurely terminated. These allegations imph_ed
that the U.S.C.P. had information relevant to the Committee's in-
vestigation pursuant to House Resolution 518. This Committee and
the Special Counsel agreed that the Special Counsel should investi-
gate the conduct of the U.S.C.P. investigation.

The Special Counsel has reviewed the written records of the
U.S.C.P. investigation, and has interviewed or deposed (a) the Cap
itol Police detective who carried out the investigation and his supe-
riors; (b) individuals in the offices of the Doorkeeper and the Ser-
geant-at-Arms; (c) Members of the House and their staffs who re-
ceived information about the U.S.C.P. investigation, and (d) pages
who were interviewed by the U.S.C.P. .

The Special Counsel’s inquiry has been directed at the following
questions: .

1. What was the scope of the police investigation, and what infor-
mation did it obtain?

2. Was the investigation prematurely terminated?

3. What action was taken as a result of the investigation?
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4. Did the police inquiry itself unintentionally contribute to
rumors which later led to public allegations of sexual misconduct
involving Members of Congress and pages?

FACTS

A. Initiation of the investigation

The last day on which Leroy Williams worked as a page was
Friday, January 29, 1982. That weekend he moved out of his apart-
ment at 24 Third Street, N.E., and left Washington, D.C.

Following Williams’ departure, his landlady found certain items
in the apartment he had occupied. These included literature and
other items strongly suggesting homosexual interests. In addition,
she found a wallet belonging to a female page.

Williams’ landlady contacted the House Doorkeeper’s office and
was referred to Sergeant John D. Grossi of the Capitol Police.
Grossi had earlier been assigned to investigate the disappearance
of the wallet found in Williams’ apartment. On February 2, 1982,
Williams’ landlady met with Grossi to give him the wallet. During
this meeting, she told him that she had also found some porno-
graphic literature in Williams' room, including what appeared to
be a directory of male prostitutes. She also reported to Grossi that
Williams’ neighbors had complained to her about loud, late-night
parties attended by pages at Williams' apartment. She and Grossi
discussed the possible use of drugs and alcohol at these parties.

After his conversation with Williams' landlady, Grossi met with
his superiors, Dlelputg Chief Gilbert Abernathy and Chief James M.
Powell of the U.S.C.P., and related what he had learned. Chief
Powell then telephoned House Sergeant at Arms Benjamin R.
Guthrie, who is the representative of the House of Representatives
on the Capitol Police Board. Arrangements were made for Grossi to
brief Guthrie on the information he had received relating to pages.

Grossi met with Guthrie in Guthrie’s office in th;néapitol on
February 2 or 3, 1982. After that meeting, Grossi and Guthrie met
with House Doorkeeper James T. Molloy, whose staff supervises
the work of House pages. In both meetings, Grossi disc the in-
formation which he had received from Williams’ landlady regard-
ing page conduct. He told Guthrie and Molloy about the missing
wallet and the homosexual material found in Williams’' room. He
also told them about the allegations of;lpaie participation in loud,
late-night parties at which drugs and alcohol may have been con-
sumed. He was instructed to investigate the allegations, and to
report back to Guthrie.

B. Grossi’s interviews of pages

Over the period of a week, from February 4 through February
10, 1982, Grossi questioned eight pages. He reported back to Guth-
ne twice—once in the middle of this period and once at the end.

On Thursday, February 4, Grossi interviewed three pages about
their personal activities and those of other pages. According to his
interview re&orts, these pages told him about all-night ‘“drinking
parties’”’ in Williams’' apartment, attended by other pages; the use
of drugs by Williams; and consumption of alcohol by pages at par-
ties and at various commercial establishments. One or more of the
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three also told Grossi that Williams and a second page had takep
pages to Fourteenth Street (an area of Washington frequented by
prostitutes, which has a high concentration of pornographic book-
stores and nightclubs). At least on the trips organized by the
second page, the pages were alleged to have used the services of
prostitutes. Grossi's report names eight pages as being “involved,
directly or indirectly” in the various activities described by the
three pages.

On Friday, February 5, Grossi personally delivered the written
report of his interviews with these three pages to Guthrie and dis-
cussed with Guthrie the information obtained in these interviews.
Guthrie immediately arranged a second meeting with Molloy to
provide him with the information in Grossi’s reports.

By Monday, February 8, Grossi received information suggesting
that Williams might have been responsible for the theft of a page’s
car, which had disappeared on January 6, 1982. On that day, he
learned that both the car and Williams were in Tuscaloosa, Ala-
bama. He conveyed this information to Guthrie on February 9 and
also provided it to the Metropolitan Police who were responsible
for investigating the stolen car.

Also on February 9, Grossi reinterviewed one of the pages he had
interviewed earlier and interviewed another page for the first time.
His written reports state that these pages told him that they be
lieved Leroy Williams was a homosexual, that the pages ‘“had no
further information regarding any other pages that were homosex-
uals” or about homosexual activities among pages or nonpages. The
report of Grossi's interview with the page he interviewed for the
second time indicates that she said she did not know of any adults
from the House or Senate attending any parties which she attend:
ed. The interview reports also included information about the use
of alcohol by pages at parties given by Williams and others, the
willingness of Washington commercial establishments to serve
pages alcohol, the use of drugs by pages, and trips by pages to
Fourteenth Street allegedly to pick up prostitutes. One of these
pages also told Grossi about two separate fights involving two male
pages.

Grossi’'s reports indicate that on February 10, he interviewed
three additional pages. These three interviews focused on an incr
dent at a page party in which a page had struck someone on the
head with a bottle.

On February 11, 1982, Grossi wrote a summary report in which
he listed eight pages whom he had interviewed.!

The summary report included this paragraph:

With the exception of the few cases of misconduct as in-
dicated by prior reports involving Pages, this investigation
could find no further indications of sexual overtones or
rr:lis<l:onduct involving Male or Female Pages or non-Page
adults.

Also on February 11, Grossi wrote a second report indicating
that he met with Guthrie at 9:30 a.m. on that day, and that, at the

! No individual interview report appears to exist for one of the pages listed, but this page has
confirmed that Groesi did in fact question him.
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girection of Guthrie, the page investigation was terminated. This
second February 11 report indicated that, as a result of the investi-
gation, four pages, including Leroy Williams, were being dismissed.
" Grossi wrote no more reports as part of his investigation. On June
15 1982, he was contacted by a television reporter asking questions
sbout the investigation. At that time he wrote a summary report of
the investigtion for his superiors.

Some of the pages whom Grossi interviewed have reported lines
of questioning that are not reflected in Grossi’s written reports.
One page testified that Grossi asked her if she had ever been ap-
proached by a Member of the House of the Senate and if she had
ever heard anything about Williams being approached by a
Member of Congress. This page said that she heard that Grossi
ssked the same questions of everyone else. She also testified that
Grossi's questions led her to believe that Leroy Williams had
“some kind of sexual involvement with Congressmen.”

Grossi himself has denied under oath that he asked any page
about being propositioned by Members of Congress. He said that he
had no reason to ask such questions. But he testified that he be-
lieves he did ask pages about propositions from ‘“nonpage adults.”
He testified that the only conversation he had with pages specifi-
cally regarding a Member of Congress related to a Member who al-
legedly had asked some pages out for a drink. Grossi could not
recall who had told him about this, and he had never learned the
Member’s name.

A second page testified that Grossi asked her if Williams was in-
volved with a prostitution ring, and if he was a liaison for Con-
gressmen. Grossi testified that he asked the pages about sexual
contact between pages and between pages and non-page adults, and
he “‘probably’’ asked all of them if Leroy Williams was a homosex-
ual. But Grossi does not recall asking the questions described by

the page.
A third page testified

That Grossi told him that one of the reasons another page
was dismissed was ‘““‘conclusive evidence that he was prostitut-
ing himself on Fourteenth Street as well as picking (prosti-
tutes) up;”’ and

That Grossi asked questions about these ‘‘prostituting activi-
ties’’ and about the sexual activities of yet another page.

Grossi said he heard early in his interviews that Williams and
another page were taking pages to Fourteenth Street, and that he
probably asked other pages about this allegation in subsequent in-
‘erviews. However, he denies having told anyone any page was
fired for prostitution. In fact, Grossi said he did not learn of any
page’'s dismissal until the termination of his investigation. Thus he
could not have given anyone any reason for a page’s dismissal
during his interview.

Based on the interviews and the evidence, the Special Counsel
concluded that Grossi did ask about pages’ sexual conduct and
about contacts with adults, but did not ask about Members of Con-
gress or about Williams and prostitution. Rather the Special Coun-
sel has concluded that these subjects were the result of assump-
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tions or speculation on the part of pages about what lay behing
Grossi’'s investigation.

C. Termination of the investigation

Grossi’s reports indicate that Sergeant at Arms Guthrie instruct.
ed him to terminate the page investigation on February 11, 1982
Grossi has testified that the termination of the investigation at this
stage was a surprise to him, inasmuch as he had not yet spoken to
all the pages implicated in earlier interviews. In particular, he had
planned to interview the second page, in addition to Williams, who
was alleged to have taken other pages to Fourteenth Street. He
said, however, that it was his understanding that the matter was to
be handled “administratively,” and that, while police involvement
was no longer required, the questions raised by the investigation
would be addressed.

Guthrie has testified that it is his recollection that, at the time of
the termination, Grossi himself felt that he had pursued the
matter as far as he could. Guthrie recalls that the pages who had
not been interviewed had left Washington and were no longer ac-
cessible to the Capitol Police. In any event, on February 11, Guth.
rie felt that the investigation should be concluded. He pointed out
that the investigation had been initiated by the police because of a
page’s missing wallet, and the primary suspect in the theft of the
wallet, Leroy Williams, was then far from the jurisdiction of the
Capitol Police. The information about page misconduct had been
forwarded to the Doorkeeper of the House, who was responsible for
the pages. Guthrie, therefore, felt that he and the police had done
as much as they could.

Guthrie’s recollection is supported by Grossi's first February 11
report, which the evidence indicates was given to Guthrie at the
time Grossi met with him on February 11. In tone and in content
that document suggests a final report.

Guthrie testified that he provided Grossi's written report to
Molloy immediately following the February 11 meeting.

D. Action taken as a result of the investigation

(1) Notification of sponsors

Before the investigation ended, but after Guthrie and Molloy had
received Grossi’s report of his first interviews with pages, they met
with House Speaker Thomas P. O’Neill to inform him that an in-
vestigation of pages was in progress. This meeting took place in the
Spe;ier’s office, probably on Friday, February 5 or Monday, Febru-
ary 8. Guthrie recalls that Molloy showed the Speaker the written
reports of Grossi's interviews, but Molloy does not recall that he
did so. Both agree that the meeting was brief; that it was solely to
inform the Speaker, and that it was consistent with their practice
to keep the Speaker advised of developments within their respec
tive areas of responsibility.

Neither recalls with any specificity what was said at the meet-
ing. Molloy says that he told the Speaker that an investigation of

e activity was being conducted, but is uncertain that he speci-
g:g it was being conducted by the police. He also says that he may
have mention;f allegations regarding the stolen car, wild parties,
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beer drinking, and homosexual activities. He says that he may
have mentioned the possibility of homosexual activities involving
Members of Congress, although he testified that he had not heard
any allegations relating to Members and pages at this time. Guth-
rie recalls only that Molloy briefed the Speaker regarding the in-
vestigation. Both recall that the outcome of the meeting was that
the Speaker instructed Molloy to inform the congressional sponsors
of the pages of the information being developed about their pages.

The Speaker himself also recalls this meeting lasted only a few
minutes. He remembers that Molloy told him there had been a
problem with a page and that the problem involved the theft of a
car and a wallet. He does not recall more than one page being
mentioned. He does recall telling Molloy to inform the page’s spon-
S0T.

Over the next several days, Molloy contacted or attempted to
contact the sponsors of pages named in Grossi's interview reports.
Molloy recalls that he reached most of the sponsors or their staff,
although he also recalls that he was unable to reach some of the
sponsors. Most of those contacted by Molloy report that they re-
ceived very little information regarding the substance of the inves-
tigation. Only Williams’ sponsor, Representative Bethune, and one
other sponsor reported receiving any indication of allegations of ho-
mosexual activity. In most cases Molloy simply reported that the
page in question had been named in an investigation of miscon-
duct.

Representative Bethune was visited by both Molloy and Guthrie
on February 9. Guthrie and Molloy reported to Behtune about the
items found in Williams’ room indicating homosexual interests, the
parties in his apartment, the allegations regarding trips to Four-
teenth Street, and the evidence suggesting that Williams had
stolen a page’s wallet and another page’s car. It is Bethune’s recol-
lection that there was no mention of any information relating to
Members of Congress.

2. Dismissals

Molloy dismissed two pages. He testified that the performance of
these two pages had been criticized by his staff in the past. In addi-
tion, Molloy said at the same time that Grossi reported they were
misbehaving, he received reports from the Page School indicating
that both had failed to meet minimum academic requirements.
gonsidering all these factors, Molloy decided to send these pages
ome.

Grossi’s final report indicates that a fourth page was also dis-
missed. In fact, this page was not dismissed. Molloy testified that
he considered dismissing this page, because he had heard that the
Page had a drinking problem and that he was a source of trouble
among the pages. But one of Molloy’s subordinates told Molloy that
the page performed well on the job. Molloy said that the page’s
Congressional sponsor also argued against his dismissal. Molloy de-
tided to let the page stay, but instructed one of the page supervi-
sors to speak to him regarding his behavior.
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3. Warning to other pages

The Deputy Doorkeeper, Jack Russ, called a meeting of House
pages in which he announced that some pages would no longer be
in the program. The purpose of this announcement was to wam
other pages of the consequences of misconduct. Molloy testified he
was not a participant in this meeting and did not know it occurred.

E. Rumors resl'zlting from the police investigation

Grossi’s questioning of pages clearly lead to speculation among
the pages about the origin and purpose of the investigation. The
rumors and gossip stimulated by the investigation in fact greatly
complicated the task of reconstructing what actually occurred in
the course of the inquiry. Two examples should demonstrate how
some of the rumors began. The evidence obtained by the Special
Counsel supports Grossi’s testimony that he asked the pages he in-
terviewed about sexual contacts between pages and ‘‘non-page
adults.” At least one page who was interviewed assumed from that
question that she was being asked about approaches by Members of
Congress. Undoubtedly that page in turn told other pages that the
U.S.C.P. was investigating sex between Members of Congress and
pages. .

The second example involves other pages interviewed by Grossi.
A male page testified that Grossi had hinted about pornographic
material, drugs, and a stolen wallet having been found in Williams’
apartment. The page said that he had compared notes with a
female page also interviewed by Grossi to try to figure why Wil
liams was involved in these things. At that time the female page
had said that Williams was acting as liaison between Congressmen
and prostitutes. The male page said he believed his colleague was
surmising this from Grossi’'s line of questioning.

This testimony is corroborated by that of another male page, who
said he heard the same female page say that Williams had been
involved in setting up a prostitution ring for Members of Congress.
He said this remark occurred in a conversation in which pages
were speculating about the reasons for the Grossi investigation.

Whatever the source of this rumor, it was plainly in active circu-
lation before Grossi’s investigation was even completed. On Febru-
ary 11, a staff member at the Democratic Study Group called &
staff member of the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct to
report a rumor that a page sponsored by Representative Bethune
had been sent home. The rumor had a variety of details—most 1n-
accurate—including the claim that the page was a homosexual who
had been “pimping” for Members of Congress. The staffer who
called in this rumor reports that he heard it from a staff member
in Representative Schroeder’s office. This staffer in turn heard the
allegation from a page, Jeffrey Opp.

CONCLUSIONS
A. Scope of the investigation

Based on the evidence obtained in the course of this investigs
tion, the Special Counsel has found that the U.S.C.P. investigation
was based on allegations of misconduct by pages, and that at no
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time in the course of the investigation did the police receive any
significant allegations of misconduct by anyone else. The investiga-
wr conducting the inquiry did receive information that an un-
pamed Congressman had invited some pages to have a drink. But
the investigator was also told that this invitation was not accepted.
He asked questions of pages regarding their contacts with adults.
While some pages recall that he asked questions regarding Mem-
bers of Congress, no one has ever said that any information about
misconduct by Members was ever provided to the U.S.C.P. Sergeant
Grossi himself has testified that he received no information about
Members of Congress, other than the information regarding the in-
vitation for a drink. There is no evidence that the police ever re-
ceived any other information in the course of this investigation
which suggested misconduct by any Member or nonpage employee
of the House.

B. Termination of the investigation

The Special Counsel has found it important to distinguish be-
tween two questions. First, from a law enforcement point of view,
was the investigation prematurely terminated? In other words,
were there indications of criminal activity that were intentionally
igno;gg by the Capitol Hill Police when the investigation was con-
cluded?

But this question must be distinguished from a second question
that raises the broader responsibilities of the House of Representa-
tives in supervising pages. That question is the following: Was ap-
propriate follow-up action takenqb someone in the House on the
basis of the information developed by the Capitol Hill Police?

We turn first to the law enforcement question.

The Committee has deposed both House Sergeant-at-Arms Guth-
re and Sergeant Grossi and has interviewed Grossi’s police superi-
~ors, Deputy Chief Abernathy and Chief Powell, regarding the pro-
priety of the termination of the police investigation. All agree that
there was no longer any criminal matter to investigate when the
inquiry was concluded on February 11. In their view, Grossi’s effort
began as an investigation of a stolen wallet. The prime suspect in
that case, Williams, was hundreds of miles from the jurisdiction.
Given the petty nature of the offense, there was no practical possi-
bility of extradition. The stolen car, which did come to Grossi's at-
tention in the course of the investigation, was a crime that was
within the jurisdiction of and being investigated by the Metropoli-
tan Police, not the U.S.C.P. (Grossi did inform tKe Metropolitan
Police of the information he received regarding the car.) Grossi had
received no other allegations of criminal activity within U.S.C.P.
lurisdiction. Therefore, from the point of view of the Capitol Police,
there was nothing further to investigate.

There is no evidence that the decision to terminate the Capitol
Police investigation had its roots in any effort to conceal evidence
of criminal misconduct or to conceal evidence of wrongdoing by
Members, officers, or employees of the House. The Special Counsel
1as found no indication that the police possessed any such evidence
or information.

But there clearly was a serious failure on the part of the House
a8 an institution. While it may have been acceptable to conclude
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the police investigation, information had been developed that re
quired further action.

Grossi’s investigation left the following questions outstanding:

1. Had minor pages in fact visited Fourteenth Street area ang
used the services of prostitutes?

2. Were commercial establishments in the vicinity of the Capito]
routir‘1>ely and consciously serving alcoholic beverages to minor
pages?

3. Were pages using illegal narcotics?

4. Were pages attending all-night parties, to the detriment of
their school and work performance?

But no further official inquiries were made by officers or employ-
ees of the House to answer these questions, until allegations of ho-
mosexual conduct involving Members of Congress and pages were
publicized by the media in late June and early July, 1982.

No one took action that was plainly required. Specifically, noth-
ing was done to determine with certainty whether pages had used
the services of prostitutes. More importantly, nothing was done to
prevent such activities in the future. No action was taken to stop
several commercial establishments known to be patronized heavily
by pages from serving them alcohol. No action, other than the im-
plied threat in the announcement that two pages had gone home,
was taken to stop the practice of all-night drinking parties by some
pages.

In the judgment of the Special Counsel, the current fragmenta-
tion of responsibility for the pages resulted in a serious failure on
the part of the House as an institution. Pages are sponsored by in-
dividual Members of the House. At work, they are supervised by
the Doorkeeper’s Office. The House requires the parents of a page
to sign a written statement ‘“‘assuring full responsibility for the
safety, well-being and supervision of the [page] while living in the
District of Columbia area.” The Capitol Police have a narrow juris-
diction, and the metropolitan Police can hardly be expected to
focus on the welfare of pages scattered in apartments on Capitol
Hill.

Based on the evidence received in the course of this investiga-
tion, the Special Counsel believes that there is an urgent need for
the House of Representatives to fix responsibility—formally and in
writing—for the supervision of pages after working hours. In the
Special Counsel’s judgment, the lack of clear responsibility led di-
rectly to the failure to address the serious problems of misconduct
that developed among the pages in 1981 and 1982. If the House
chooses to employ teenage high school pages, establishing a page
dormitory and a Page Board are steps in the right direction. But
unless responsibility for supervision of teenage pages after working
hours is clearly established, the problems that developed in 1981-
82 are likely to recur.



315

APPENDIX B

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICcIAL CONDUCT,
Washington, D.C., September 27, 1982.

Mr. JOHN FERRUGIA,
(BS Television News,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. FERRUGIA: On July 13, 1982 the House of Representa-
tives adopted House Resolution 518 which authorizes the Commit-
tee on Standards of Official Conduct to carry out an investigation
of—

(1) Alleged improper or illegal sexual conduct by Members,
officers, or employees of the House;

(2) Illicit use or distribution of drugs by Members, officers, or
employees of the House;

(3) The offering of preferential treatment by Members, offi-
cers, or employees of the House, including congressional pages,
in exchange for drugs or sexual favors.

The Committee has appointed me as Special Counsel to conduct
this investigation.

Copies of House Resolution 518, which authorizes the investiga-
tion, the statement of Representative Louis Stokes, Chairman of
the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, and my response
it the time of appointment are enclosed.

In the course of our investigation, information has been received
concerning statements you made in the course of interviews you
onducted earlier this year. That information indicates that you
stated to individuals whom you interviewed that you had knowl-
edge of improper or illegal conduct by Members, officers or employ-
ees of the House of Representatives, within the scope of House Res-
olution 518, and that in at least some cases, you identified the
person involved in such conduct.

Since the Committee has charged me with the responsibility to
onduct a thorough investigation, I am requesting that you provide
is with any information that you have falling within the scope of
the investigation authorized by House Resolution 518. As a first
step, I request that you meet with Mr. Hamilton P. Fox III of this
office to discuss these matters, in House Annex II, Room H-2-507,
it 3:00 pm, October 6, 1982. We are aware of the delicacy of the
relationship between any government investigation and the press,
but I believe it is important that we seek the cooperation of the
press where a reporter has already disclosed the names of individ-
uals to a number of people he has interviewed.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,
JosepH A. CALIFANO, Jr.,
Special Counsel.
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CBS,
Washington, D.C., October 1}, 1982
JOSEPH A. CALIFANO, Jr., Esq.
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct.

DEAR MR. CaLIFANO: I am replying to your September 27 letter
to CBS News Correspondent John Ferrugia requesting that he
meet with your staff in connection with your investigation pursy
ant to House Resolution 518. In your letter, you state that you
have received ‘“‘information’’ that Mr. Ferrugia stated to individ-
uals whom he interviewed that he had knowledge of illegal or im-
proper conduct by Members, officers or employees of the House and
that, “at least in some cases,”’ he identified such persons. Based on
subsequent conversations with your staff, it is our understanding
that a principal purpose of questioning Mr. Ferrugia would be to
help assess the reliability of information obtained from certain in-
dividuals already interviewed by your staff.

As we have indicated we believe that sensitive First Amendment
questions are raised by your request, even if it is limited to the
above purpose. Because of the important issues involved, your re
quest has received very careful consideration both by Mr. Ferrugia
and the management of CBS News.

For many years, it has been the general practice of CBS News to
provide to government agencies only that information concerning
its news reports which is a matter of public record. In this respect.
we are pleased to enclose transcripts of all television reports broad-
cast by CBS News on this story. However, your request for an in-
terview goes beyond the as-broadcast materials, and into the area
of unpublished information. It is Mr. Ferrugia’'s strong conviction
and that of CBS News as well, that a discussion concerning unpub
lished material would unacceptably compromise the independence
which would characterize the relationship between the press and
the government.

In our view, questions as to whether and why particular state
ments were made during interviews with news sources go to the
heart of the editorial process and are beyond the scope of legit:
mate inquiry by the government. It is obvious that reporters must
ask questions in the course of gathering information for a story.
that those questions often involve inquiries as to specific facts, and
often as well involve attempts to confirm information already In
the reporter’s possession. (In the instant case, these questions In-
volved not only inquiries about alleged misconduct but inquiries as
well about the efforts of Members of the House to investigate such
reports.) To later be interrogated by government investigators
about what questions were asked and answers given can only chill
the news gathering process. .

We also believe it important to emphasize, in light of the signifi
cance which is apparently now being attached to statements alleg:
edly made by Mr. Ferrugia, that CBS News believes that he acted
entirely properly in his investigation and reporting of this story
Mr. Ferrugia's reports were completely factual, and dealt largely
with allegations which were being actively investigated by the Jus
tice Department, the FBI, the Arlington Police, the Speaker’s Spe
cial Commission on Pages, and the Committee itself. Moreover
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given these investigations by government authorities, it is reason-
sble to believe that information which you might seek from Mr.
Ferrugia is obtainable directly from these authorities.

In sum, the reports aired by Mr. Ferrugia represented what he
and his superiors at CBS News concluded could be responsibly
broadcast. Other information collected or discussed in the course of
his inquiry has remained and must remain private and privileged.
For the Committee to seek out such information from the reporter
would, in our view, constitute a serious and unwarranted intrusion
into the basic right of the press to go about its business on repor-
ing, editing and publishing without governmental interference. Ac-
cordingly, Mr. Ferrugia, with the full support of CBS News, re-
spectfully declines to be interviewed by the Committee staff.

Very truly yours,
JosepH DE FrRANCO,
Washington Counsel.

APPENDIX C

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT,
Washington, D.C., August 20, 1982.

DEaAR ———: The House of Representatives has authorized the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct to investigate alleged
improper conduct by any Member, officer, or employee of the
House in the following three areas: (1) alleged improper or illegal
sexual conduct, (2) illicit use or distribution of drugs, and (3) the
offering of preferential treatment to employees of the House, in-
cluding Congressional pages, in exchange for drugs or sexual
favors. The Committee on Standards of Official Conduct has ap-
pointed me as Special Counsel to conduct this investigation.

Copies of House Resolution 518, which authorizes the investiga-
tion, the statement of Representative Louis Stokes, Chairman of
the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, and my response
at the time of appointment are enclosed. As those documents indi-
cate, the Committee has charged me with responsibility to conduct
afair, impartial, thorough, and expeditious investigation.

One part of the investigation is specifically concerned with
House pages, and I am writing each individual who, like you, has
served as a page during the last three years. I hope your service as
a2 page was an educational, personally rewarding, and worthwhile
experience. But we need to know whether you have any informa-
tion that relates to the subjects under investigation. The Commit-
tee and the House need your assistance.

.I'am sensitive to the delicate nature of the subjects of this inves-
tigation. We intend to conduct this inquiry in a fashion which will
avoild unnecessary embarrassment to anyone. We are not seeking
rumor or gossip. Rather, we are seeking any information that you
have from personal knowledge or that you have received from a
source who you believe to be reliable and truthful. If you have such
information relevant to the three subjects of the Committee’s in-
qury mentioned in the first paragraph of this letter and the en-
tlosed House Resolution, I urge you to provide us with it. To the

AR _9AQAN NN . O 2 2~ a
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extent your experience indicates that allegations of improper con-
duct in the areas under investigation have no basis, we would ap-
preciate hearing from you on that score as well.

Please contact me by sending a letter or by telephone. A properly
addressed, franked envelope is enclosed for your convenience. If
you prefer, you may call Jerry McQueen, Hamilton Fox, or Richard
Cotton of our Special Counsel’s office. You can reach them at: 202/
225-8891 or 202/226-7760, and you may call collect. Because it is
important to conduct this investigation as expeditiously as possible,
ilf5y(1);8 (210 have information, you should contract us by September

Those of you who have information may feel yourself caught be-
tween a personal desire not to be involved and your responsibilities
to the House, to future pages, and as a citizen. Having served as a
page, you are more aware, than most young Americans of the im-
portance of the House of Representatives. I encourage you to assist
the House and the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct in
carrying out this investigation in order to preserve the integrity of
the House and the confidence of the American people in our demo-
cratic institutions.

We are asking for your voluntary cooperation. It is important to
the House of Representatives and your nation that you provide
that cooperation, and I urge you to do so.

Sincerely,
JOsSEPH A. CALIFANO, Jr.,
Special Counsel.
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APPENDIX B

STATEMENT OF ALLEGED VIOLATION IN THE MATTER oF GERRY E. STUDDS,
MeMBER OF CONGRESS

COUNT ONE

During the Xeriod May, 1973, through August, 1973, the respondent,
Gerry E. Studds (“Studds”), who at all times relevant to this State-
ment of Alleged Violation was a Member of the House of Representa-
tives, did conduct himself in a manner which did not reflect creditably
on the House of Representatives in violation of clause 1 of the Code of
Official Conduct of the House of Representatives, in that he engaged in
s sexual relationship with a 17-year-old male page (who may have been
16 years old when the relationship began), whom he knew to be em-
ployed at that time as a page by the House of Representatives. Specifi-
ally, Studds engage in sexual acts with a congressional page at various
times during the period May through August, 1973, ang cﬁfring a trip
he took with the page overseas in August, 1973, as more fully set out in
the page’s testimony, attached as Exhibit A to this Statement of Al-
leged Violation.
COUNT TWO

On another occasion in 1973, Studds did conduct himself in a manner
which did not reflect creditably on the House of Representatives, in
violation of clause 1 of the Code of Official Conduct of the House of
Representatives, in that he made a sexual advance to a male page, whom
he knew at that time was employed as a page by the House of Repre-
sentatives and who was 16 or 17 years old at the time.

Specifically, Studds met the page at a bar on Capitol Hill in a grou
vith other pages. As the group of pages broke up that evening, Studds
ofered to drive the page home. The page accepted. Instead, Studds
drove him to his own house where they had one or more drinks. A fter
consuming alcoholic beverages over a period of time at Studds’ home,
Studds made a verbal sexual advance. which the page declined. The
page told at least two individuals in 1973 about the advance.

COUNT THREE

On another occasion in 1973, Studds did conduct himself in a manner
vhich did not reflect creditably on the House of Representatives, in
violation of clause 1 of the Code of Official Conduct of the House of
Representatives, in that he made a sexual advance to another male page,
vhom he knew was at that time emploved as a page by the House of
Representatives and who was 17 years old at the time.
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_Specifi ly, Studds met the page at a bar on Capitol Hill one eve-
ning after a late session in the Spring of 1973. A number of other Men-
bers of the House pﬁ, and staff members were also present. Alo
with the others, Studds and the page consumed a large quantity o
alcohol. Studds offered to drive this Xaﬁe home. The page accepted and
they left the bar. Studds then invited this page to his home for another
drink. After they arrived, Studds provided the page another alcoholic
drink and invited the paﬁe up to a third floor room where they sat on s
bed and talked. Studds then made a sexual advance which the page de-
clined. The page told at least one individual in 1973 about the advance,

ExHIBIT A

Q. After you met Congressman Studds, did you and he get together
again short'l:‘y after that !

A. Yes. Shortly thereafter—I am not sure how long, how long it
was—but I was invited to go out to dinner with him and I did. The
dinner took place at his apartment in Georgetown. Would you wish a
follow-up question ¢

Q. The follow-up question would be what happened at that dinner!

A. Well, we sat around and talked about abstract and general ques-
tions, all types and descriptions, until four in the morning, drinking
vodka and cranberry juice, at which time I was told by the Congress-
man that he was too drunk to give me a ride home and so he said,
“Why don’t you sleep here ¢” and I did.

t % =

Q. Did you and the Congressthan get together subsequent to this’

A. Yes. I would imagine we had gnner three or four additional
times. Specifically I do not recall. But that is in the ballpark.

2. %nd did you engage in sexual activity each time ¢

. Yes.

Q. When the Congressman first invited you to have dinner and as
you got to know the Congressman, how did you feel in that environ-
ment, that a Congressman was talking with you?

A. I was flattered and excited.

Q. Did you feel intimidated ?

A. No, I did not. I would like to state at this time—it would prob-
ably have been better if I had stated this in my opening statement—
but the Congressman or the Honorable Gerry Studds was an intell!-
gent, witty, gentle man with I think a high level of insecurity. He did
nothing to me which I would consider destructive or painful. In
another time, in another society, the action would be acceptable, per-
haps even laudable. Unfortunately this is not the case. I have no axe
to grind with him. I have nothing negative to say about the man. In
fact, I thought that he provided me with one of the more wonderful
experiences of my life, if we exclude the instances of sexual experience
which I was somewhat uncomfortable with. But 1 did not think it was
that big a deal.

¢ * @
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Q. You said you felt uncomfortable with it, did you continue with
him because he was a Congressman, because he was someone you were
impressed with ¢

No. Well, I kept company with him because he was an intelligent
man, 8 fun person to be with. If I could have had my druthers, I
would have had the friendship that I had with the man without the
#x. And I mentioned that to him.

E * =

Q. Did Mr. Studds ever offer any preferential treatment or offer
you any inducement to have a relationship with him¢

A. No, he did not.

Q. Did he ever threaten you or coerce you if you did not have a
relationship with him ¢

A. He did not. Essentially all I needed to do to stop the relationship
was to walk out the door, or not go in the door, as the case may be.
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APPENDIX C

STATEMENT OF ALLEGED VIOLATION IN THE MATTER OF
JAMES C. HOwARTH

COUNT ONE

During the period from approximately April, 1980, through mid-
June, 1980, the respondent, James S. Howarth (“Howarth”), who at
all times relevant to this Statement of Alleged Violation was Majority
Chief Pa.%e and an employee of the House of Representatives, violated
clause 1 of the Code of Oﬂi)::ial Conduct of the House of Representatives
by engaging in a sexual relationship on a regular basis with a 17-year-
old female page who was at the time employed as a congressional page
by the House of Representatives and was under his direct supervision.
Specifically, durinﬁ this period Howarth and the page spent many
nights at Howarth’s apartment and engaged frequently in sexusl
relations.

The House of Representatives has special responsibility for the teen-
age pages it employs. Those employees of the House who supervise
pages have a derivative obligation amounting to a fiduciary duty to act
with propriety toward their teenage charges.

By engaging in a sexual relationship with a female page under his
supervision, Howarth breached his fiduciary duties to pages, abused
the trust given him as an employee of the House of Representatives,
and conducted himself in a manner which does not reflect creditably
on the House of Representatives.

COUNT TWO

During the period from approximately April, 1980, through mid-
June, 1980, Howarth failed to execute his duties as Majority Chief
Page and dispensed special favors and privileges in violation of clause
3 and clause 5 of the Code of Ethics for Government Service and clause
1 of the Code of Official Conduct of the House of Representatives.
Specifically, during this period Howarth allowed the female page re-
ferred to in Count One with whom he was having sexual relations and
who was under his supervision, to absent herself from her page duties
whenever she chose. These special favors and privileges constituted
preferential treatment of a page as a consequence of a sexual relation-
ship. .

lgy violating the Code of Official Conduct and the Code of Ethics for
Government Service, Howarth breached his fiduciary duties to pages,
breached his obligations as an employee of the House of Representa-
tives, and conducted himself in 2 manner which does not reflect credits-
bly on the House of Representatives.
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COUNT THREE

During the period January, 1979, through December, 1980, Howarth
knowingly possessed a controlled substance, to wit, cocaine, in the
Democratic Cloakroom of the House of Representatives in violation of
Title 21, United States Code, section 844 (a), clause 2 of the Code of
Ethics for Government Service, and clause 1 of the Code of Official
Conduct of the House of Representatives. Specifically, on one occasion
during this period Howarth purchased one gram of cocaine from
Robert T. Yesh, at the time an employee of the House of Representa-
tives, in the House Democratic Cloakroom.

By violating a criminal statute, the Code of Official Conduct, and
the Code of Ethics for Government Service, Howarth abused the
thrust given to him as an employee of the House of Representatives,
breached his obligations as an employee of the House of Representa-
tives, and conducted himself in a manner which does not reflect credit-
sbly on the House of Representatives.

COUNT FOUR

During the period January, 1979, through December, 1980, Howarth
knowingly possessed a controlled substance, to wit, cocaine, in the
Democratic Cloakroom of the House of Representatives in violation
of Title 21, United States Code, section 844 (a), clause 2 of the Code
of Ethics for Government Service, and clause 1 of the Code of Official
Conduct of the House of Representatives. Specifically, on one occasion
during this period, Howarth purchased one-eighth of an ounce of
cocaine from Robert T. Yesh, at the time an employee ot the House of
Representatives, in the House Democratic Cloakroom.

By violating a criminal statute, the Code of Official Conduct, and
'he Code of Ethies for Government Service, Howarth abused the trust
given to him as an employee of the House of Representatives, breached
his obligations as an employee of the House of Representatives, and
conducted himself in a manner which does not reflect creditably on thu
House of Representatives.
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APPENDIX D

U.S. HousE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON STaNDARDS OF OFFICIAL CoNDUCT,

Washington, D.C., November 16, 198¢.
Hon. Howarp H. BakEr, Jr.,

Majority Leader,
US. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEear SeEnaTorR BAkER: House Resolution 518, which was passed by
the House on July 13, 1982, authorized this Committee to conduct an
investigation of alle improper or illegal sexual conduct by Mem-
bers, officers, or employees of the House and of alleged illicit use or
distribution of drugs by Members, officers, or employees of the House.
In addition, H. Res. 518 authorizes the Committee to include within
the scope of its inquiry any matters “relevant to discharging its re-
sponsibilities pursuant to [ H. Res. 518] or the Rules of the House of
Representatives.”

The Committee has received allegations that two investigations con-
ducted by the U.S. Capitol Police into matters that fall within the
scope of H. Res. 518 may have been prematurely terminated. First.
in early 1980 the Capitol Police conducted an investigation into dru
activity among certain Hill staff which resulted in the arrest of severa
lower level Senate employees for the use of marijuana. This Commit-
tee has received allegations from officers involved with that investi%n-
tion that information was developed at that time concerning possible
use or distribution of illicit drugs by personnel of the House of Repre-
sentatives. According to the allegations made to the Committee, this
information was not properly pursued at the time. Second, the Capitol
Police conducted an investigation in January and February of 1982
into the events surrounding the discharge of a House page. Question:
have also been raised as to whether the January-February 1982 investi-
gation was properly pursued.

At this time, we have no basis whatsoever to assess the accuracy or
inaccuracy of these allegations. Neither the Special Counsel to this
Committee nor the Committee has reached any conclusions as to
whether these allegations have merit or not. This Committee has con-
cluded, however, that the Committee should investigate these allega-
tions as part of its responsibilities under H. Res. 518. In particular.
this Committec feels obliged to investigate: (1) whether the conduct
of the emplovees of the House who serve as Capitol Police officers
violated anv law or applicable standard of condunet with respect to
matters covered by H. ]ges. 518: and (2) whether the Capitol Police
have information that bears on the matters covered hy H. Res. 51R.
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The jurisdiction of this Committee extends only to the conduct of
Members, officers, or employees of the House of Representatives. The
Capitol Police are supervised by the Capitol Hill Police Board, con-
ssting of the Sergeant at Arms of the House of Representatives, the
Sergeant at Arms of the Senate, and the Architect of the Capitol.
The Capitol Police have approximately 1200 officers. Approximately
650 of these officers are employees of the House of Representatives;
spproximately 550 are employees of the Senate.

The investigation which this Committee believes is necessary will
entail review of the conduct of Capitol policemen who are employees
of the Senate. Further, any such investigation may uncover evidence
bearing on the conduct of other employees of the Senate. In any event,
sich an investigation into the Capitol Police conduct of the two in-
restigations identified above will require questioning Senate em-
ployees, and may also require examination of documents in the posses-
sion of Senate employees or Senate offices. Because these matters are
outside the jurisdiction of our Committee, we would like to establish a
joint cooperative arrangement with the Senate that will allow the
investigation to proceed while respecting the jurisdiction of the House
ind of the Senate.

We are prepared to work with the Senate in whatever way would
be appropriate. We are also prepared to carry out the investigation
utiizing our Special Counsel’s investigative staff and to report to the
Senate and the Senate Select Committee on Ethics any information
that we acquire bearing on matters that fall within the Senate’s juris-
diction.

Please let me know how the Senate would like to proceed on this
matter.

Sincerely,
Louis STOKES,
Chairman.

U.S. SENATE,
OFFICE OF THE MAJORITY LEADER,
Washington, D.C., November 23, 198%.
Hon. Lou1s STOKES,

"hairman, Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, U.S. House of
Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. CHarrmaN: T have received your letter in which you re-
quest that the Senate and the House devise a working relationship that
~ould respect the jurisdiction of both houses in order to investigate the
US. Capitol Police conduct of two previous investigations.

.In light of the allegations that your Committee has received, the
denate agrees that the investigation which you proposed should be car-
ried out. As you recognize, the Senate and the Senate Select Committee
m Ethics have exclusive jurisdiction with respect to the conduct of
oficers and employees of the Senate. Under the circumstances of this
‘e, however, it would be difficult and counterproductive to initiate

¥parate House and Senate investigations into the matters you have
dentified.
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We believe the arrangement that would best serve the interests both
of the House and Senate would be for your Committee to pursue the
investigations you outlined, utilizing the investigative resources of
your Special Counsel’s office. For this purpose, the office of your Com-
mittee’s Special Counsel may question employees of the Senate and
recﬁtllest documents of Senate employees and offices relative to Capitol
Police conduct of the two investigations in question.

To the extent that the investigation develops any information bear-
ing on conduct of employees of the Senate, such information should be
forwarded to Senator Malcolm Wallop, Chairman of the Select Com-
mittee on Ethics; Senator Howell Heflin, Ranking Minority Member
of that Committee ; and to me.

It is my understanding that this arrangement is acceptable to your
Committee. Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,
Howarp H. BAxEr, Jr.
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APPENDIX E

U.S. HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT,
Washington, D.C., June 13, 1988.
Jamzs J. BIERBOWER, Esq.,
Bierbower & Bierbower, 1875 E'ye Street NW.,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. BIERBOWER : Pursuant to House Resolution 518 of the 97th
Congress and House Resolution 12 of the 98th Congress, the House
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct has been conducting an
investigation into allegations of “im%ro r or illegal sexual conduct of
Members, officers, or employees of the House.” I have been acting as
Special Counsel to the Committee in the conduct of this investigation.

In the course of this investigation, we have received allegations and
obtained evidence of a sexual relationship between your client, Repre-
~sentative Daniel Crane of Illinois, and a House page. The evidence we
have indicates that this relationship occurred in 1980.

Specifically, we have obtained sworn testimony from a former House
g:ge whose uientity we have given to you that in the spring of 1980,

presentative Crane engaged in a sexual relationship on several occa-
sions with that individual, who was then employed as a House page.
The sexual conduct between Representative Crane and the page oc-
curred at Representative Crane’s apartment in Virginia. The page was
eventeen years old at the time. In a deposition before the Committee
on May 17, 1983, Representative Crane acknowledged having had sex-
ual relations with tKat individual on at least two or three occasions.
In short, the evidence elearly indicates that a sexual relationship oc-
curred between a Member of the House of Representatives and a teen-

e legislative history of House Resolution 518 as well as the legisla-
tive history of other House actions involving Ylages reflects a recogni-
tion by the House of the special responsibility the House has in relation
to House pages. It is clear from this legislative history that the House
of Representatives stands in loco parentis to the teenage pages it em-
ploys. As the Doorkeeper of the House has testified, the pages are the
“wards” of the House. Under the circumstances, a sexual relationshi
between & Member of the House and a House page, even if consensual,
constitutes a breach of the official obligations of the Member of the
House. Any such sexual relationship constitutes the precise type of
improper sexual conduct covered by H. Res. 518 and H. Res. 12 and
constitutes a violation of Rule 1 of the Code of Official Conduct of the

House of Representatives, which states:
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A Member, officer, or employee of the House of Representa-
tives shall conduct himself at all times in a manner which
shall reflect creditably on the House of Representatives.

It is clear that the House has jurisdiction over this matter, In House
Report 351, 96th Congress, 1st Session, pp. 3-5, the Committee most
recently set forth its jurisdiction to recommend éisciplinary action for
conduct occurring in previous Congresses. The House sub uently
adopted the recommendations of the Committee contained in this re.
port, and censured Representative Charles C. Diggs, Jr. for conduct
which occurred during the 93rd to 95th Congresses. In addition, in
Report 930, 96th Congress, 2d Session, the Committee determined that
the statute of limitations and the principle of laches are not applicable
to congressional disciplinary proceedings. The House concu in this
judgment by the Committee, by adopting in 1980 a resolution of censure
against Representative Charles H. Wilson, for conduct which occurred
in 1971 and 1972.

In light of the above, it is my responsibility to recommend that the
Committee take action to disapprove of Representative Crane’s con-
duct. This matter obviously involves issues of great sensitivity for
everyone, and I am particularly concerned about the page involved it
there are extended public proceedings. Under the existing Committee
rules, Representative Crane is entitled to receive a Statement of Al-
leged Violations from the Committee. Following the issuance of such a
Statement, the Committee would establish a time-table for motions and
briefs by counsel, and for a public hearing with testimony and cross-
examination of witnesses.

Procedures other than the Committee’s established ones may be more
appropriate to this case. Section 8 of H. Res. 518, 97th Cong., in-
corporated by H. Res. 12, 98th Cong., provides that “the Committee
1s authorized to adopt special rules of procedure as may be appropri-
ate.” If Representative Crane does not wish to contest the factusl
findings of the Special Counsel and waives his right to a Statement
of Alleged Violations and to a public hearing, I would be prepared to
recommend that the Committee adopt the following procedure :

The Committee would provide Representative Crane with his coun-
sel the opportunity to present to the Committee, either orally or In
writing, a statement or argument concerning any legal, jurisdictional
or other matters he wished to raise (including arguments in mitigs-
tion). This statement would be made before the Committee in executive
session and would be analogous to the opportunity provided in Rule
11(a) (2) (A) of the Committee’s Rules to a respondent in a prelimi-
nary inquiry initiated by the Committee. The Special Counsel would
then file his report and recommendations with the Committee, which
will include a recommendation that this report, and the facts in this
case be made public, and the Committee would then act. Under thi
procedure, there would be no public hearing before the Committee.

The current investigation has been conducted pursuant to Hous
resqolution. In any event, the Committee wants to assure that Reﬁl.?-
sentative Crane has had all rights which would have accrued to him
if this investigation had been carried out as a preliminary inquiry 1n-
stituted by vote of the Committee. In a preliminary inquiry, Repre-
sentative Crane would have the ‘“‘opportunity to present to the Cgm-
mittee, orally or in writing a statement respecting the allegations” 1t
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gestion. Therefore, Representative Crane is invited to appear before
&e Committee at 9 a.m. on Wednesday, June 22, 1983. If ﬁ:;resenta-
tive Crane agrees to the procedure set out above, the June 22 meetin
will afford the opportunity to present those arguments which you wi
the Committee and the Special Counsel to consider. Otherwise, the
June 22 meeting will serve simply as the opportunity to make a state-
ment analogous to the onc described in Rule 11(a) (2) (A).

In the alternative set out ahove, I have tried to propose a procedure
that is fair to your client. sensitive to the interests of the pages, con-
sistent with maintaining the integrity of the Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct andg the House of Representatives, and within H.
Res. 518’s proviso that the Committee is authorized to adopt special
rules of procedures as mag be appropriate in this investigation. This
letter represents my own thinking on this issue and does not constitute
;ng prediction of what action the Committee or House may choose to

€.

Sincerely,
JosEpH A. CALIFANO, JT.

U.S. House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMTITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT,
Washington, D.C., June 28, 1983.

James J. BIErRBOWER, Esq.,

Bierbower & Bierbower,

Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. BierBowEr: As your son, Mark Bierbower, and I dis-
cussed by telephone yesterday, I am writing to assure that we both
have the same understanding of the procedures to be followed in the
ase involving your client, Representative Daniel Crane. In your ap-
pearance on alf of Representative Crane before the Committee
on Standards of Official Conduct, on June 22, 1983, you stated : “We
villingly accept the special rules and make the necessary waivers.”

Your statement indicates that Representative Crane has agreed to the

proposed procedure I outlined in my letter to you of June 13, 1983.

Specifically, it is my understanding that Representative Crane (1)

does not contest the facts as outlineg in my June 13 letter, (2) waives

his right to a Statement of Alleged Violation in connection with those
facts, (3) waives his right to a public hearing before the Committee
in this matter, and (4) agrees that the Committee may act on the basis
of (3) the report the Committee will receive from its Special Counsel
ind (b) your June 22 statement on Representative Crane’s behalf and
my written presentation submitted by you no later than close of busi-
1ess, Thursday, July 7, 1983.

- I'would appreciate it if you would confirm this statement of Repre-
~entative Crane’s position in writing. .

The Special Counsel’s report concerning this matter will be sub-
nitted to the Committee no later than the middle of Julyv. After receiv-
2g the Special Counsel’s report, the Committee will take whatever
iction the Committee decides 1s appropriate in this case.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

JoserH A, CALTPANO, JT.
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APPENDIX F

BIERBOWER & BIERBOWER,
Washington, D.C., Juby 7, 1983.
JosepH A. CaLrFaNo, Jr., Esq.,

Special Counsel, Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, U S,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DEear Mg. CaLirano: Thank you for your June 28, 1983 letter con-
cerning procedures to be followed in connection with Representative
Daniel Crane.

In my appearance before the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct, on June 22, 1983, I did indeed indicate that Representative
Crane agreed to the proposed procedure set forth in your letter of
June 13, 1983. Specifically, Representative Crane (1) does not con-
test the facts outlined in your June 13, 1983 letter to me, (2) waives
his right to a statement of alleged violation in connection with those
facts, (3) waives his right to a public hearing before the Committee,
and (4) agrees that the Committee may act on the basis of (a) the
report of its Special Counsel, (b) my June 22, 1983 statement on
Representative Crane’s behalf and (c) my July 7, 1983 letter to Chair-
man Stokes setting forth Representative Crane’s position.

Respectfully,
JAMES J. BIERBOWER.

BIERBOWER & BIERBOWER,
Washington, D.C., Juy 7, 1983.
Hon. Louis SToKEs,

Chairman, Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CrzamrMaN : This is a statement of the legal, jurisdictional
and mitigating points in support of Representative Daniel Crane’s
position with regard to your Committee’s investigation of his activity
with a female page in the spring of 1980.

I. The Committee should take no action or, in the alternative, the
Committee should seal the names of those involved. .

A. Tn lieu of reporting this matter to the House and making a
recommendation. this Committee may o

(1) Decline to take any action with respect to the individual
conduct (z.e. seal the file) or .

(2) Report the conduct to the House, without making a recom-
mendation, and seal the names of the individuals involved.

B. Pnblic disclosure of the activitv and names of the individuals
would impose an immediate severe punishment entirely disproportion-
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ste to the activity involved. Specifically, the Committee should decline
to take any action with respect to the activity for the following reasons.

(1) It is evident, as Special Counsel has acknowl , that
no criminal activity is involved. The activity in no way violated
any Federal, state or local law.

(2) It is debatable whether the activity constitutes “imprope
.sexual conduct within the meaning of H. Res. 518 and H. 12,
which confer jurisdiction upon the Committee.

(8) The activity does not constitute a violation of any specific
provision of the e of Official Conduct of the House of Repre-
sentatives. The only such provision cited by Special Counsel is the
catch-all provision of Rule 1 of the Code of Official Conduct, which
states:

A member, officer, or employee of the House of Repre-
sentatives shall conduct himself at all times in a manner
which shall reflect creditably on the House of Representa-
tives.

4) The activity involved no seduction. It was brief, consensual
and voluntary.

(5) The activity did not involve the performance of official
duties or responsibilities. The conduct was strictly “off-duty,”
away from Capitol Hill, and involved the privacy of two persons
“on their own time,” after work hours. The conduct does not fall
within the generally accepted meaning of the term “improper,”
wlhich”relates only to conduct “not suited to character, time and
place. '

(6) This event involved a mature young woman with her own
life to lead. It is understood that she accepts her share of blame for
the incident.

(7) It is evident, as Special Counsel has acknowledged, that no
favorable treatment was exchanged.

(8) If there is any limit to the postulate that the House of Rep-
resentatives stands 1n loco parentis to its pages, this conduct must
fall outside that limit. The page was not ungeex? the Congressman’s
patronage. She was mature beyond her years. The activity was
totally unrelated to official duties. It took place awaﬁ from the Hill.

(9) The conduct was over and done with more than three years

’

ago.
310) Reporting the conduct to th;,{public will serve no purpose
and can only be detrimental to the House and the pa.ie program.
C. There are strong mitigating factors which deserve the Commit-
tee’s careful consideration and which should compel a decision against
reporting the activity. The following factors strongly suggest that no
action should be taken :
(1) The career of an elected politician may well be at stake.
(23 The well-being of the family of an elected politician, includ-
ing his wife and five children, is at stake.

(3) The life of a young woman is at stake. Even the reporting of
the activity, without names would bring tremendous pressure upon
the young woman, who (we understand) is still in college. It is
inevitable that her name would surface under relentless pressure
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from the press. She would become instantly infamous and woulq
suffer greatly from consequent notoriety.

I1. Strong legal and jurisdictional arguments exist for a Committee
decision against taking any action with respect to the conduct involved,
Reporting the activity to the House would do no one any good. The
arguments against Committee action outweigh any argument to report
this activity to the full House. Furthermore, there are compelling miti-
gating circumstances which merit the Committee’s reflection. The mere
release of information and names to the public would cause grave,
irreparable harm and punishment far in excess of any improper con-
duct involved. _

For the foregoing reasons, the Committee should decline to act, and
all references to the names and conduct involved should be sealed and
stricken from any report to the full House.

We request that copies of this letter be furnished to all members of
the Committee.

Respectfully,
JAMES J. BIERBOWER.
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APPENDIX G

U.S. HoUsE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT,
Washington, D.C., March 24, 1983.
Morris M. GoLpInGs, Esq.,
Mahoney, Hawkes, & Goldings,
1 Walnut Street, Boston, Mass.

Dear MR. Gorpings: Con man Louis Stokes, Chairman of the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, has previously informed
your client, Congressman Gerry Studds, that his name has come to the
Committee’s attention in connection with matters being investigated
by the Special Counsel’s office, pursuant to H. Res. 518 of the 97th
Congress and H. Res. 12 of the 98th Congress.

In that connection, Chairman Stokes and Congressman Floyd
Spence, the Ranking Minority Member, have authorized me to request
Congressman Studds’ deposition. If it is convenient with your sched-
ule and the Congressman’s, I should like to conduct the deposition at
10:00 a.m. on April 13, 1983 in Room 321 of the Cannon House Office
Building. This deposition will be conducted in executive session. The
Congressman has the right to representation by counsel. CoEies of
H. Res. 518 and H. Res. 12, the Rules of the Committee, and the per-
tinent portions of the House Rules are enclosed.

If you have any questions about this matter or the scheduling ar-
rangements, would you please contact me at 202-862-1044, or Hamil-
ton P. Fox, ITI, Associate Deputy Special Counsel, at 202-225-8891.

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely
’ JosepH A. CaLrrano, Jr.,

Special Counsel.

Enclosures (4).

ManroNEY, HAwKES & GoLDINGS,
Boston, Mass., May 31, 1983.
Hameron P. Fox III, Esq.,
Associate Special Counsel,
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Fox: I am writing this letter in response to your tele-
phone request of May 27, 1983 to confirm that Congressman Gerry
Studds has, on advice of counsel. respectfullv declined the request set
forth in Mr. Califano’s letter of March 24, 1983 to appear for a deposi-
tion before the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct.

28-290 0 - 83 - 22
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My partner, Charles Francis Mahoney, and I feel that it may be
useful to review briefly the grounds upon which we had advised Con-
gressman Studds to decline the Committee’s request so that counse]
and, if appropriate, the Comuittee, may understand the basis for the
Congressman’s declination. We recognize, of course, that each of these
18sues has been raised with you before and thus we shall only sum.
marize our position once again in this letter.

First, while we have been informed and believe that we under-
stand the rationale behind the Comnittee’s preference to proceed in
the comparatively informal manner in which it has undertaken its
investigation to date and commend the confidentiality with which the
Committee has undertaken its investigation, the inevitable effect of
this method of procedure as contrasted with a more formal process
under the Committee’s Rules is to leave a person in Congressman
Studds’ position without formal notice or even accurate knowledge
of the precise subject matter of a potential deposition. He would
therefore be unable to prepare adequately for such an appearance in
view of the potential breadth of subject matter and the span of years
which might be involved.

Second, our interpretation of potentially applicable claims of privi-
lege available to a witness has resulted in our determining that such
claims may not be made as effectively, and possibly not at all, in the
context of a voluntary appearance for a deposition.

Third, there remain unresolved both the respective positions of
counsel to the Committee and our own as to the jurisdiction of the
Committee in the light of the provisions set forth in House Resolution
518 and House Resolution 12. In our prior correspondence, we have
each set forth these positions, and we do not believe it would serve any
particular purpose to argne them further in this letter. In view of the
difference of opinion, however, counsel has necessarily weighed the
jurisdictional question in advising Congressman Studds. _

Notwithstanding all of the above, but without intending to waive
the issues of jurisdiction or any potential claim of privilege, we have
requested Congressman Studds to search his records for the documents
requested in your letter of May 23, 1983 as to which I informed you
there would be no necessity to issue a subpoena in order to obtain s
response. As I believe you 1ecognize, however, the material sought 1s
ten years old and may not be now 1n the Congressman’s possession,
custody or control because of the passage of time. In order to give you
a comprehensive response, we have asked the Congressman to search
his records not only in Waxhington, but in the District, and he is doing
so this week. He is scheduled to return to Washington later this week
at which time he will complete the search, and I will attempt to re-
spond to you immediately thereafter and forward whatever material
has been found or otherwise write to you the results of the documents
search.

Needless to say, we would be available for further discussions on any
of the legal issues alluded to in this letter if you or Mr. Califano
thought that productive.

Thank you for your attention in this regard.

Very truly yours,
Morris M. GoLpings.
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APPENDIX H

U.S. Houst oF REPRESENTATIVES,
"CoMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT,
Washington, D.C., June 27, 1983.
CaarLes F. MavoNEY, Esq.,
Morris M. Gorpinas, Esq.,
Yehoney, Hawkes & Goldings,
One Walnut Street, Bostm,mﬂ{aaa.

Dear MEsses. MAHONEY AND GoOLDINGS: As my partner, Richard
Cotton, discussed with Mr. Goldings this morning, I am writing to
assure that we both have the same understanding of the procedures to
be followed in the case involving your client, Representative Gerry
Studds. Based on a review of the transcript of the meeting of the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct on June 22, 1983, it is my
wderstanding that Representative Studds does not accept the proce-
dure prop: in my letter to you of June 13, 1983,

Mr. Goldings stated to the Committee :

In appearing today the Congressman does not seek a contest
of the essential facts. The analysis assumes that in 1973 the
Congressman and a , who was over the legal age of con-
sent as established by the laws of the District of Columbia, as
enacted by Congress, engaged in g private sexual relationship.
The facts will also require a finding that the relationship in-
volved no coercion, harassment, preferential treatment or use
of illegal drugs. ‘

As we understand it, your statement and Representative Studds’
statement further indicated that Representative Studds does not waive
his right to a Statement of Alleged Violation nor his right to a public
bearing under the rules of the Committee in connection with the mat-
ters discussed in my June 13 letter. '

We are p ing on that basis. As Mr. Cotton discussed with
Mr. Goldings, the Special Counsel’s report to the Committee concern-
ing this matter will be submitted no later than the middle of July.
We expect.the Committee to act shortly thereafter.

If our understanding of your elient’s position is incorrect in any way,
Iwould appreciate hearing from you in writing by the close of business
o Julg 1, 1983. Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

incerel
v Josera A. CALIFaNoO, JT.
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MAJaomWé I‘IAWKAI}S & GoLbings,
ost ass., June 98, 1983.
Express Mail. o ’ ) 1983
JosepH A. CaLrrano, Jr., Esq.,

Special Counsel, U.S. House of Representatives,

Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,

Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CaLirano: In response to your letter of June 27, 1983 and
confirming the discussion which Mr. Goldings had with Richard
Cotton preceding receipt of that letter, the position of our client,
Congressman Gerry E. Studds, is in part as stated in your letter.
That is, the Congressman does not accept the procedure proposed in
your letter of June 13, 1983 for the reasons set forth in the Statement
of Counsel and in Congressman Studds’ Personal Statement to the
Committee on June 23, 1983,

Briefly, restating our view, we believe that a procedure which dis-
closes the identity of the Congressman and a summary statement of
the facts, even though not disclosing the names of other individuals,
1s unfair to Congressman Studds in the light of the actual facts sur-
rounding the incidents alleged and their staleness. Further, we believe
that it must be anticipated that a public disclosure will result in such
Intense press coverage as to render the anonymity of the individuals
involved meaningless and probably inevitably engender speculation,
exaggeration and sensationalism, with all of the unfairness attendant
thereon.

Your letter is also partially correct with respect to Congressman
Studds’ not waiving his right to a Statement of Alleged Violation nor
his right to a public hearing. Such non-waiver is only a portion of our
position as to the proper procedures under which the Committee is
presently acting. It is our opinion that Congressman Studds is en-
titled to the full consideration of the Committee as to whether or not
a preliminary inquiry should be commenced and we have urged, and
will continue to urge the Committee, not to vote such a procedure.

We are not in agreement with your apparent interpretation of the
applicable resolutions and rules to the effect that the procedure af-
forded us, which was described as “analogous” to the presentation of a
statement, substitutes for the actual procedure. We read Rule 13 of the
Rules of Procedure of the Committee to mandate that an inquiry begun
other than by a complaint filed with the Committee under Rule 10
must still follow Rules 11 and 12 in their entirety. Specifically, we see
no authorization to eliminate that portion of Rule 11 which provides
that “upon completion of the preliminary inquiry, the staff of the Com-
mittee shall prepare and transmit to the Committee a report contain-
ing a comprehensive summary of the information received in the 1n-
quirv and may include in the report a recommendation for action by
the Committee respecting the alleged violation which was the subject
of the inquiry.” So that our position will be entirely clear, the report
which your letter anticipates heing filed will not, in our view, satisfy
the requirements of that provision of Rule 11.

Consistent with our position. we believe that Congressman Studds
has the right to have the Committee determine on the basis of the “re-
port of the Committee staff on the preliminary inquiry” whether to
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“direct the staff to transmit to the respondent a Statement of Alleged
Violation.” We emphasize that the language contained in Rule 11(b)
is that after such a Committee determination the Committee “may”’
so direct the staff, but we emphasize that it clearly may not as well.
We believe that by eliminating a meaningful preliminary inquiry pro-
cedure, the Committee is not given the full opportunity to deliberate
on its discretionary authority, and it was an appeal to the discre-
tionary powers which was explicit in the presentations made on June
22, 1983.

As you know, we have consistently questioned the precise status of
the procedure 1n this matter, but have attempted to cooperate at each
stage without waiving the Congressman’s rights. We wish to continue
to do so. With that in mind, again referring to our Statement and that
of Congressman Studds’, we are asking you as Special Counsel and
the Committee to give counsel an opportunity, either before the filing
of your report or betweeen the time of its filing and its final considera-
tion by the Committee, to explore the resolution proposed in our State-
ment, the essence of which 1s a summary review ofp the facts without
disclosure of the Con man’s name or the names of other individ-
uals involved, concluding, if the Committee so desires, with a state-
ment of its disapproval of such actions as a violation of Rule I of the
Code of Official Conduct. No doubt there are other procedures which
will preserve the intended goals proposed by our Statements, and we
are available at your or the Committee’s direction to meet to attempt
to resolve this matter consistent with those goals.

Very truly yours,
Morris M. GoLpINGs.
CrarLes Francis MaHONEY.
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APPENDIX I

U.S. HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFIiciaL CoNpDUcCT,
Washington, D.C., March 2, 1983.
Mr. JosepH VoLz,
New York Daily News,
Washington, D.C. |

Dear Mg. Vorz: On July 13, 1982 the House of Representatives
adopted House Resolution 518 which authorizes the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct to carry out an investigation of—

(1) alleged improper or illegal sexual conduct by Members,
officers, or employees of the House;;

(2) 1illicit use or distribution of drugs by Members, officers, or
employees of the House; and

(3) the offering of preferential treatment by Members, officers,
or employees of the House, including congressional pages, in
exchange for drugs or sexual favors.

This investigation was reauthorized by the House in the 98th Con-
gress in House Resolution 12, on January 3, 1983. The Committee has
apgginted me as Special Counsel to conduct this investigation.

pies of House Resolutions 518 and 12, which authorize the investi-
gation, the statement of Representative Louis Stokes, Chairman of the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct at the time of appoint-
ment, and my response, are enclosed.

In the course of our investigation, we have reviewed an article you
wrote, entitled, “Say Dem & Page Went On Gay Tour,” which was
published by the New York Daily News on July 8, 1982. That article
indicates that you have knowledge of improper or illegal conduct by
Members, officers or employees of the House of Representatives, within
the scope of House Resolutions 518 and 12. Since the Committee has
charged me with the responsibility to conduct a thorough investiga-
tion, I am requesting that you provide us with any information that
you have that would enable me to identify the Congressman and the
page who are referred to, but not identified, in ﬁmr article. I request
that you meet to discuss these matters with Mr. Hamilton P. Fox III,
Associate Special Counsel, at 2:00 P.M., Friday, March 4, 1983, in
Room 507 of House Annex No. 2.

We are aware of the delicacy of the relationship between any gov-
ernment investigation and the press, but I believe it is important that
we seek the cooperation of the press where a reporter indicates that he
has knowledge of a Member of Congress who may have engaged in
improper or illegal conduct. I believe that your affirmative response

(151)
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to this request will be consistent with your responsibilities as a mem-

ber of the press. _
Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,
JosepH A. CALIFANO, JT.,
Special Counsel.
Enclosures.
U.S. Houst OF REPRESENTATIVES,

CoMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT,
Washington, D.C., April 12, 1983.
Mr. JAMES WIEGHART,

Editor, The New Y ork Daily News,
Yew York,N.Y.

DEAR MR. WiEGHART: On July 13, 1982 the House of Representatives
asdopted House Resolution 518 which authorized the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct to carry out an investigation of:

(1) alleged improper or illegal sexual conduct by Members,
officers, or employees of the House; . . .

This investigation was reauthorized in the 98th Congress by House
Resolution 12. The Committee has appointed me as Special Counsel to
conduct this investigation.

On July 8, 1982 the New York Daily News published an article writ-
ten by Joseph Volz, entitled, “Say Dem & Page Went on Gay Tour.”
The article stated that “A Democratic con an took a Capitol Hill
page on a tour of gay bars in Key West, Florida, during a Christmas
vacation” 1n December, 1979. The article cited the source of this story
as“a Washington resident™ who said he saw the page and the congress-
man in & Key West bar in December, 1979. The article did not name the
congressman or the page.

Since the Committee has charged me with the responsibility to con-
duct a thorough investigation, investigators and attorneys on my staff
contacted the reporters who worked on this story, Joseph Volz and
Robert Garrity of the Daily News’ Washington Bureau. These report-
ers talked briefly with my staff, then referred all inquiries to Lars Nel-
son, your Washington Bureau Chief. Mr. Nelson refused to comment
on the story.

While I am aware of the delicacy of the relationship between any
government investigation and the press, I believe it is important that
we seek the cooperation of your newspaper concerning matters you
have reported which, if proven, appear to fall squarely within the scope
of the investigation. In this context, it is worth noting that the Daily
News and its reporter, Ken Auletta, recently cooperated extensively
with the Senate Foreign Relations Committee during its hearings on
the nomination of Kenneth Adelman to head the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency. Mr. Auletta testified before the Committee in
open session, and his handwritten notes of his interview with Mr.
Adelman were made available to the Committee.

Here we do not even seek either the testimony or interview notes of
Messrs. Volz and Garrity. Rather we seek only whatever guidance they
¢an give us as to the identity of the Congressman and the identity of
the page, This guidance can remain strictly confidential. If the source
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of this story is willing to speak with my staff, we would also like to
know his name.

Since the Daily News, through one of its reporters, has recently been
willing not only to testify publicly but also to furnish his interview
notes, I cannot understand how my request would be unduly burden-
some. Certainly my request seeks far less than the News enthusiastically
provided to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, so there can be ng
First Amendment issue here.

I am therefore requesting that Messrs. Volz and Garrity meet with
Hamilton P. Fox III, Associate Special Counsel, and Myles V. Lynk
of the Special Counsel’s Office in our offices at Room 509 of House
Annex 2, at Third and D Street, S.W., in Washin%ton, D.C., by
April 22. Mr. Fox will contact you (or your attorneys if you designate
them) to set the exact date.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely
’ JosepH A. CALIFANO, JT.,

Special Counsel.

TaE DALy NEws,
New York,N.Y., April 18, 1988.

Mr. JosepH A. CALIraNO, JT.,
#em'al Counsel, House E'thics Commattee,

ashington, D.C.

Dear MRr. CaLrrano: This is in response to your letter of April 12
reéardin the investigation of the House Committee on Standards of
Official gonduct in the alleged improper activity by members, officers
or employes of the House of Representatives. In that letter, you ex-
pressed an interest in havin%members of your investigative staff inter-
view two members of the Daily News Washington Bureau—Joseph
Volz and Robert Gearty—regarding a story they wrote on July 8, 1982.
That story alleged that “a Democratic con man took a Capitol Hill

age on a tour of gay bars in Key West, Florida,” in December 1979.

ou said that a member of your investigative staff talked briefly to
Volz and Gearty regarding this story. But you went on to say that you
are requesting Volz and Gearty meet with Hamilton P. Fox III and
another memﬁer of your staff at your staff offices in Washington, D.C.
by April 22 to discuss the matter further. .

I have talked to Lars-Erik Nelson, our Washington Bureau chief,
and to Joe Volz regarding this request and I have ascertained that
Volz is unable to contribute anything beyond what appeared in his
article, because of a confidentiality commitment he had given to 8
source. I am therefore, advising Voltz and Gearty not to discuss the
matter further with members of your investigative staff. .

In your letter you refer to a recent congressional inquiry in which 8
Daily News columnist—Ken Auletta—cooperated extensively with the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee. I am aware of that cooperation
and was a party to it. But I must say the situations are not analogous.
Auletta testified under subpoena before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee on an interview he held with Kenneth Adelman and on
which he had written a column. In addition to his testimony, Auletts
provided the committee with some notes he had taken. The notes also
were reported in Auletta’s original column. There was no issue of 8



341

154

onfidential source involved in the Auletta matter. It was simply a
qtuation in which Auletta testified under subpoena as to what he had
sritten regarding the issue at hand. His notes and a copy of his tele-
phone bill for that period were submitted as further evidence that the
conversation which he wrote about actually did occur.

In the situation at hand involving Volz and GGearty, there is a con-
fidential-source relationship.

Needless to say, I regret that the Daily News is unable to be of fur-
ther assi§tance to your investigative staff on this matter.

Sincerely,
JaMeEs G. WIEGHART.
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98TE CONGRESS } HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { Rerozr
18t Session No. 98-295

IN THE MATTER OF REPRESENTATIVE GERRY E.
STUDDS

JuLy 14, 1983.—Referred to the House Calendar and order to be printed

Mr. Stoxes, from the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,
submitted the following

REPORT

The Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, acting pursuant
to the House Resolution 518, 97th Congress, 2d session, and House Res-
olution 12, 98th Congress, 1st session, has conducted an investigation of
allegations of improper or illegal sexual conduct by Members, officers,
or employees of the House o Representatives. In the course of this
investigation, the committee received evidence that in 1873 Repre-
sentative Gerry E. Studds engaged in a sexual relationship with a 17-
year-old male page emplolyed by the House of Representatives (who
may have been 16 years old when the relationship ) ; and made
sexual advances to two other male -pafge&

Representative Studds appeared before the committee and admitted
the “uncontested facts” that he had a sexual relationship with a male
page in 1973. Both Representative Studds and the page have testified
that the relationship was consensual and that no preferential trest-
ment of any kind was offered or given to the page. In addition, Repre-
sentative Studds acknowledged 1n writing gmt he made sexual ad-
vances to two other male pages in 1973,

The committee finds that any sexual relationship between a Member
of the House of Representatives and a congressional page, or any
sexual advance by 2 Member to a p: represents a serious breach of
the duty owed by the House and its individual Members to the young
people who serve the House as pages. Such conduct brings discredit
upon the House of Representatives, in violation of clause 1 of the Code
of Official Conduct of the House.

The committee has therefore voted, 11 to 1, to recommend to the
House that Representative Studds be reprimanded. The adoption of
this report shall constitute such a reprimand.

Accordingly, the committee recommends that the House adopt 8
resolution in the following form.

HOUSE RESOLUTION

Resolved, That the House of Representatives adopt the Report of
the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct dated July 14, 1983,
In the Matter of Representative Gerry E. Studds.
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@wra Congress | HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REPORT
15t Sesszon No. 98-296

IN THE MATTER OF REPRESENTATIVE DANIEL B.
CRANE

JuLy 14, 1988.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed

¥r. Stokes, from the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,
submitted the following

REPORT

The Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, acting pursuant
to House Resolution 518, 97 Congress, 2d session, and House Resolu-
tion 12, 98th Congress, 1st session, has conducted an investigation of
ilegations of improper or illegal sexual conduct by Members, officers,
or employees of the House of Representatives. In the course of this
investigation, the committee received evidence that in the spring of
180 Representative Daniel B. Crane engaged in a sexual relationship
vith & 17-year-old female page employaﬁ)y the House of Representa-
tives.

Representative Crane has acknowledged under oath that he had
exual relations with the page. Both Representative Crane and the
page have testified that the relationship was consensual and that no
preferential treatment of any kind was offered or given to the page.

The committee finds that any sexual relationship between a Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives and a congressional page repre-
*nts a serious breach of the duty owed by the House and its individual
Yembers to the young people who serve the House as pages. Such
onduct brings discredit upon the House of Representatives, in viola-
tion of clause 1 of the Code of Official Conduct of the House.

The committee has therefore voted, 11 to 1. to recommend to the
House that Representative Crane be reprimanded. The adoption of this
report shall constitute such a reprimand.

Accordingly, the committee recommends that the House adopt a
*wolution in the following form.

HOUSE RESOLUTION

Resolved, That the House of Revoresentatives adopt the Report of
the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct dated July 14, 1983,
Inthe Matter of Representative Daniel B. Crane.
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98th Congress ) HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ( REPORT
1st Session ) ( No. 98-

APPENCIY "r-

IN THE MATTER OF

JAMES C. BOWARTH

November 15, 1983 -- Referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed

Mr. Stokes, from the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct, submitted the following

REPORT

I. Introduction

Pollowing an inquiry conducted pursuant to H. Res.
518, 97th Cong., 2nd Sess., and H. Res. 12, 98th Cong., lst
Sess., the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct ("Com=-
mittee®”) voted on July 14, 1983 a four-count Statement of
Alleged Violation against the Majority Chief Page of the
House, James C. Howarth (“"Howarth®"). The Statement of
Alleged Violation is attached as Appendix A to this Report.
Count One charged that Howarth had supervisory responsibi-
lities over pages in 1980 and that he engaged in 1980 in a
sexual relationship with a 17-year-old female page who was at
the time under his direct supervision (in violation of Clause
1l of the Bouse Code of Official Conduct). Count Two charged
Howarth with giving preferential treatment to this page (in
violation of Clause 1 of the Code of Official Conduct and

Clauses 3 and S of the Code of Ethics for Government Service).
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In Counts Three and Pour, Howarth was charged with possessing
cocaine in the House Democratic Cloakroom (in violation of 21
U.S.C. § 844(a), Clause 1 of the Code of Official Conduct and
Clause 2 of the Code of Ethics for Government Serv;;e).

On October 31, 1983, the Committee held a hearing
with respect to the Statement of Alleged Violation. Howarth
appeared at the hearing and was r;ptesented by counsel.
Counsel to the Committee presented seven witnesses and
submitted 16 evidentiary exhibits. Counsel for Howarth
presented eight witnesses and submitted six evidentiary
exhibits. The Committee on November 8, 1983, by a vote of
11-0, found that Count One had been proved. It voted, 0-11,
against motions that Counts Two, Three and Four had been
proved.

Based on the violations set out in Count One, on
November 15, 1983, the Committee voted to recommend to the
House that Howarth be dismissed from his employment with the
Bouse of Representatives.

Pursuant to Rule 17(d) of the Committee's Rules of
Procedure, this report summarizes the evidence which supports
the findings of the Committee on Count One and sets out the
reasons for recommending that Howarth be dismissed from his
job. The record of the hearing with respect to the Statement
of Alleged Violation is under seal to protecé the identity of
rthe page involved, and therefore is not attached hereto as an
appendix. The record of the hearing is available for review

by Members of the House at the Committee's office.

28-290 O - 83 - 23



II. Findings
The Committee found that Howarth, who was 27 years

old in 1980 and occupied the position of Majority Chief Page,
engaged in sexual relations on a reqular basis in the Spring
of 1980 with a 17-year-old female while she was a House page
under his supervision.

The page testified that during April and May 1980,
she began spending nights at Howarth's apartment. She
testified that they engaged in sexual relations on those
occasions. On some of these occasions, he picked her up at
her apartaent in the early evening: on other occasions, when
he finished working his second job at a Georgetown bar, he
would pick her up outside her apartment at 2-3 a.m. in the
sorning. On the occasions when she spent the night at his
apartaent, the page testified that she generally did not
attend the page school, and would drive to work with Howarth.

Bowvarth adajitted that he had a sexual relationship
with the page but claimed that the sexual relationship only
began after the page returned from summer vacation following
her graduation from Page School. As part of the argument to
support his claia that his sexual relationship with the page
in question d4id not begin until the PFall of 1980, Bowarth
claimed that he wvas engaged in a sexual relationship during
the Spring of 1980 with a former page who had graduated from
the Page School the year before (June 1979).
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Bowarth d4id admit, however, that he saw the page
outside of work in the Spring of 1980 on more than a half-
dozen occasions. As a result, the issue which the Committee
faced was not whether a sexual relationship occurred between
Bowarth and the page, but when that sexual relationship
began: whether it began in the Spring of 1980 while the
teenager was still a page, or whether it began in the Fall of
1960 wvhen she returned to Washington, D.C. from her summer
vacation following her graduation from Page School.

The Committee determined that the evidence clearly
and convincingly proved that the sexual relationship began in

the Spring of 1980.

111. Evidence in Support of Violation

Bowarth testified that he saw the page outside of
work in the Spring of 1980 on at least the following occasions:

1) Howarth admitted that on one occasion
they jogged together;

2) Howarth admitted that, on another
occasion, they swam together with
two other pages;

3) Howarth admitted that he picked up
the page at her apartment approxi-
mately a half-dozen times at 7-8 p.n.
in the evening allegedly to give
her a ride to Georgetown;

4) Bowarth admitted that he went on an
overnight camping trip to Pennsyl-
vania with the page in the company
of her parents during the Memorial
Day weekend in 1980.

Bowarth's admissions concerning the extent of his

contact with the page in the Spring of 1980 are themselves
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significant. A close friend and former roommate of Howarth's
testified that Howarth did not socialize with pages outside
of work:

°I wvas wvith him often enough to.knov that he

Thus, based solely on Howarth's own testimony, the extent of
Bowarth's admitted contact with the page in the Spring of
1980 marks their relationship as unusual.

The page's roommates corroborated many of the
details of the page's testimony that the sexual relationship
began in the Spring of 1980. The 1l7-year-old page involved
lived in an apartment in the Capitol Hill section of Washing-
ton, D.C. in the Spring of 1980 with four roommates -- three
of wvhom worked in the House as pages; the fourth worked as a
Senate page. The Committee received sworn statements from
every one of the four -—- three testified personally at the
hearing; one submitted an affidavit. (None of the roommates
who testified considered themselves friends of the page.)

Each one of the roommates had her own separate
incident(s) to recount with respect to seeing their roommate
and Howarth together.

In sum, the roommates testified to the following
12 incidents which one or more of them p;}sonnally witnessed
in April or May 1980 involving Howarth and the page:

1) Three instances wvhere Howarth picked
her up at their apartment at 7-8 p.m.;

2) One instance vhere he picked her up at
11 p.m.;
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3) Pour instances where he picked her
up at 2-3 a.m.;

4) Two instances where he arrived at
the Capitol with her in the morning;

S) Two instances where he had dinner ag-
their apartment and where on at least
one of these instances he and the page
went off together.

In most of these 12 instances, the roommates testi-
fied that the page stayed out all night after she had been
picked up by Howarth, or had been out all night when Howarth
wvas seen driving her to work.

The roommates' test imony was uncontradicted, inter-
nally consistent among the roommates, and wholly unshaken on
cross-examination.

In addition to the testimony of the page's four
roommates, two members of her family, as well as two other
individuals -- a former boyfriend and a former Senate page --
offered evidence under oath corroborating the page's testimony

that the relationship between the page and Howarth had become

a romantic one during her page tenure.

Iv. Recommendat ion

After reviewing written submissions by counsel for
Bowarth and by the Committee's Special Counsel, the Committee
met on November 15, 1983 pursuant to Rule 17 of the Committee's
Rules of Procedure to determine what sanction, if any, to

recommend to the House.
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The Commitee's Rules authorize it to consider, in
the case of an employee:

(A) Dismissal from employment.

(B) Pine.

(C) Any other sanction determined
by the Committee to be appro-
priate.

Rule 17(b)(2).

The Committee Rules further provide that, as a
general rule, "dismissal of an . . . employee is appropriate
for the most serious violations.®" Rule 17(c)(1)(3).

The Committee finds that Howarth's violation con-
stitutes a "most serious” one. The House has a special res-
ponsibility to the teenage pages it employs. See Final
Report of Special Counsel, H. Rpt. No. 98-297, July 14, 1983.
This responsibility is discharged through the individuals who
supervise the pages. Bowarth occupied a central position in
the hierarchy of the Doorkeeper's office responsible for
supervising pages. His title made that fact clear: Majority
Chief Page. It was Howarth, acting in the name of the U.S.
HBouse of Representatives, who was responsible to work to
protect the well-being of the pages. Instead, he did the
opposite.

In this context, Howarth's misconduct as a page
supervisor -- engaging repeatedly in sexual relations with a
17-year o0ld page under his supervision -~ constitutes egre-

gious and reprehensible conduct.

o Bowarth's actions violated the responsibilities
the House owves to every teenage page it employs.
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o Bowarth violated his own immediate job responsi-
bilities as a page supervisor. It was his job to
supervise, counsel and protect pages.

o Bowarth's misconduct was not an isolated instance
but involved repeated overnight stays by the page
at his apartment.

o Bowarth's misconduct contributed to the page's
unexcused absences from the page school and from
her work in April and May 1980.

Under these circumstances, the Committee determined
that the appropriate sanction is dismissal from employment in
the House of Representatives.

Therefore, by a vote of _1]1-0 , the Committee voted
in favor of a motion to recommend to the House that the House
of Representatives direct the Doorkeeper of the House to dis-
miss James C. Howarth.

Accordingly, the Committee recommends that the House

adopt a Resolution in the following form:

HOUSE RESOLUTION

Resolved, that the House of Representa-
tives hereby directs the Doorkeeper of the
House to dismiss James C. Howarth from
employment effective on the date the House
agrees to this Resolution.
STATEMENT PURSUANT TO RULE XI, CLAUSE 2(1)(3)(A)
The Committee made no special oversight findings
on this Resolution.
This Report was approved by the Committee on

Standards of Official Conduct on November 15, 1983 by a vote

of 11-0 -
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APPENDIX A

STATIMERT qr ALLEGED VIOLATION
In the matter of:
JAMES C. BOWARTH

Count One

During the period from approximately April, 1980, through
mid-June, 1980, the respondent, James C. Howarth ("Howarth"), who
at all times relevant to this Statesent of Alleged Violation was
Majority Chief Page and an employee of the House of Representa-
tives, violated clause 1 of the Code of Official Conduct of the
House of Representatives by engaging i{n & sexual relationship on
a regular basis vith & 17-year-old female page vho was at the
tize eumployed as a congressional page by the House of Represen-
tatives and vas under his direct supervision. Specifically,
during this period Howarth and the page spent many nights at
Hovarth's apartaent and engaged frequently in sexual relations.

The House of Representatives hal.lpeclal responsibilicy for
the teenage pages it employs. Those employees of the House who
supervise fa;cn have a derivative obligation amounting to a

fiduciary duty to sct with propriety tovard their teenage

charges.
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By engaging in a sexual relationship vwith a female page
gnder his supervision, Howarth breached his fiduciary duties to
psges, abused the trust given him as an employee of the House of
Representatives, and conducted himself i{n a manner-vwhich does not
reflect creditably on the House of Representatives.

Count Two

During the period from approximately April, 1980, though
sid-June, 1980, Howarth failed to execute his duties as Majority
Cthief Page and dispensed special favors and privileges in
violation of clause 3 and clause S of the Code of Ethics for
Government Service and clause | of the Code of Official Conduct
of the House of Representatives. Specifically, during this
period Hovarth alloved the female page referred to i{in Count One
vith vhon he vas having sexual relations and vho was under his
supervision, to absent herself from her page duties whenever she
chose. These special fgyort and privileges constituted
preferential treatment of a page as a consequence of a sexual
relationship.

By violating the Code of 0fficial Conduct and the Code of
Lthics for Government Service, Hovarth breached his fiduciary
duties to pages, breached his odbligations as an employee of the
Bouse of Representatives, and conducted himself in a manner wvhich

does not reflect creditably on the House of Representatives.
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Count Three

During the period January, 1979, through December, 1980,
Howvarth knowingly possessed & controlled substance, to vic,
cocaine, in the Democratic Closkroom of the House of
Representatives in violation of Title 21, United States Code,

§ 844(a), clause 2 of the Code of Ethics for Government Service,
and clause 1 of the Code of Official Conduct of the House of
Representatives. Specifically, on one occasion during this
period Hovarth purchased one gram of cocaine from Robert T. Yesh,
at the time an employee of the House of Representatives, in the
House Democratic Cloakroom.

By violating a criminal statute, the Code of Officilal
Conduct, and the Code of Ithics for Government Service, Howarth
abused the trust given to hin as an employee of the House of
Representatives, breached his obligations as an employee of the
House of Representatives, and conducted himself in s manner which
does not reflect creditably on the House of Representatives.

Counf Your

During the period January, 1979, through December, 1980,
Bovarth knowvingly possessed a controlled substance, to vwit,
cocaine, in the Democratic Cloakroom of the House of
Representatives in violation of Title 21, United Scates Code,
$ 844(a), clause 2 of the Code of Ethics for Government Service,
and clause 1 of the Code of 0fficial Conduct of the Nouse of

Rapresentatives. Specifically, on one occasion during this
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period, Hovarth purchased one-eighth of an ounce of cocaine fros
podbert T. Yesh, at the time an employee of the House of
upreunutivu. {n the House Democratic Cloakroonm.

By violating a criminal statute, the Code of Official
Conduct, and the Code of Ethics for Government Service, Howarth
sbused the trust given to hin as an employee of the House of
lepresentatives, breached his obligations as an employee of the
Bouse of Representatives, and conducted himself i{n & manner which

does not reflect creditably on the House of Representatives.
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Voete mene e ine G dlovinn APPENDIX

BN
.,\-‘."-_‘]' Office of the Associate Attorney General

-G.

Weshington, D.C. 20530

October 15, 1982

Mr. Joseph A. Califano

Special Counsel

Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct

House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Califano:

This letter is in further response to your request for access
to certain Department of Justice materials in connection with the
investigation by the House Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct pursuant to House Resolution 518 of alleged improper or
illegal sexual conduct by Members, officers, or employees of the
U. S. House of Representatives and of alleged illicit use or dis-
tribution of drugs by Members, officers, or employees of the House.

As noted in your letter of September 7, 1982, the Department
has conducted an investigation concerning allegations of illegal
sexual conduct involving pages and your investigative staff has
been allowed to review materials from this file relative to Leroy
Williams. Further, pursuant to your request, we have provided your
Committee with copies of written materials relative to this investi-
gation, vhich has been closed because of insufficient evidence to
prosecute.

Pursuant to your further request for access to Department
materials relative to the investigation of alleged illicit use or
distribution of drugs by Members, officers, or employees of the
House, we agree to provide you with access to all such materials
under the following conditions and with the following exceptions:

(a) The Department may, in the first instance, deny access to
specific materials when, in the opinion of the Department, such
access would compromise an ongoing investigation or reveal sensitive
sources or techniques; but, if access is so denied in the first
instance, the Department will provide a general description of the
material thus withheld,.etate the basis for the denial of access,
and give you an opportunity to discuss further conditions under
which access to the material or to a portion or portions thereof
might be provided.
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(b) We will not provide you with copies of any prosecution
semoranda in any case, but will provide you with any basic factual
information that appears in those memoranda.

[4
(c) Material that cannot properly be provided to yod without a
court order will not be provided unless the necessary order {s
first obtained; the burden is upon you to take any steps needed to
obtain such order that may be required and the Department will
consider, on a case by case basis, whether to join in any request
you may make for any court order.

(d) The non-public material disclosed to you will be maintained
under a pledge of confidentiality on your part, as follows:

(1) the documents that are provided to you will be kept in a
secure room, with access to those documents limited to the Chairman
and Ranking Minority Member of the Commmittee, and the following
counsel to the Committee: the Special Counsel, Deputy Special
Counsel and Associate Special Counsel and the Chief Investigator
of the Committee.

(ii) the persons described in subparagraph (i) above will not
disclose any nonpublic materials or the source thereof without the
perzission of the Department subject, however, to the provisions
of subparagraph (g) below.

(e) All requests for {nformation shall be conveyed to the
Department of Justice only through the Office of Legislative Affairs
and such Office shall be responsible for dealing with the Committee.
Absent extraordinary circumstances, appointments with Department of
J\fxsf.tice employees and former emloyees will be arranged through said
Office.

(f) All Committee staff with access to any material covered
by the terms of this letter must obtain a limited suitability clear-
ance prior to such access.

(g) The Committee reserves all of its legal rights concerning
the production of information. This agreement is without prejudice
to the position of the Committee and of the House of Representatives
that the House and its committees have the legal right to require
the production of information i{n the possession of the Executive
Branch and to make such use, including public disclosure, of
information produced under legal compulsion as they may deem is
appropriate in accordance with the Rules of the House.

We remain open to further discussion regarding the production
of additional materials of the type referred to above or any other
naterials. We have fashioned our response to your request in order
to provide a basis Iin which to afford you immediate access to the
zaterials that we believe will be most useful in your inquiry,
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without creating unnecessary ambiguity as to the scope of the
undertaking and without prejudicing our concerns for protecting
those materials chat we regard as uniquely privileged ok sensitive.

If these terms are acceptable to you, we are prepared to begin
providing you with access to these materials immediately.
Sircere

JZ(/?///J o

udolﬁj W. Giuliani
Associate Attorney General

vace: Lol 1F, 15 T

Agreed to:

ya
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APPENDIX "H"
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Office of the Asustant Atiorney General Weshington, D.C. 20330

July 27, 1983

Jodeph A. Califano, Jr., Esquire

Special Counsel *

Coomittee on Standards of
official Conduct

U.S. House of Representatives

washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Mr. Califano:

As you are awvare, the Department of Justice has conducted
an investigation concerning alleged use or distribution of
controlled substances by Members, officers, or employees of the
United States House of Representatives and Senate. In the course
of that investigation, the Department of Justice received allega-
tions that Representative Charles Wilson of Texas on, a number of
occasions at various locations used illegal drugs. After
conducting a complete investigation of these allegations, we have
determined that, in addition to jurisdictional problems with
respect to some of these allegations, there is insufficient
admissible, credible evidence to support criminal charges against
Representative Wilson.

Although we have decided not to file criminal charges in
this matter, we believe that information developed during the
course of this investigation would be relevant to the Bouse
Coomittee on Standards of Official Conduct in its investigation
of alleged illicit use or distribution of drugs by Members,
officers, or employees of the House. Accordingly, pursuant to
the Department’'s agreement with the House Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct, we will make available to the Committee all
nonprivileged materials developed in our investigation of
Representative Wilson.

We are prepared to furnish to you these materials
immediately. We can do so either directly upon request or at a
Butually convenient meeting. Please do not hesitate to contact
us if you feel we may be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

b

Robert A. McConnell
Assistant Attorney General
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U. S. Departs ¢t of Justice APPENDIX °I
Office of Legislative Afiprs

Office of the Assstant Attorasy General Weghington. D C 20530
July 27, 1983

Joseph A. Califano, Jr., Esquire

Special Counsel

Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct

U.S. House of Representatives

Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Mr. Califano:

As you are aware, the Department of Justice has conducted
an investigation concerning alleged use or distribution of con-
trolled substances by Members, officers, or employees of the
United States House of Representatives and Senate. In the course
of that investigation, the Department of Justice received
allegations that Representative Ronald V. Dellums of California
on a number of occasions used illeqgal drugs. After conducting a
complete investigation of these allegations, we have determined
that there is insufficient admissible, credible evidence to
support criminal charges against Representative Dellunms.

Although we have decided not to file criminal charges in
this matter, we believe that information developed during the
course of this investigation would be relevant to the House
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct in its investigation
of alleged illicit use or distribution of drugs by Members,
officers, or employees of the House. Accordingly, pursuant to
the Department's agreement with the House Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct, we will make available to the Committee all
nonprivileged materials developed in our investigation of
Representative Dellums.

We are prepared to furnish to you these materials
immediately. We can do so either directly upon request or at a
mutually convenient meeting. Please do not hesitate to contact
us if you feel we may be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

N6

Robert A. McConnell
Assistant Attorney General
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C - Cosoet L S TR APPENDIX "J"
AT Office of L¢;«latine Affairs
ey
Office of the Asustami Atiorney General Weshingron, D.C. 20330

July 27, 1983

Joseph A. Califano, Jr., Esquire

Special Counsel

Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct

U.S. House of Representatives

Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Mr. Califano:

As you are aware, the Department of Justice has conducted
an investigation concerning alleged use or distribution of
controlled substances by Members, officers, or employees of the
United States House of Representatives and Senate. In the course
of that investigation, the Department of Justice received
allegations that then Representative Barry M. Goldwater, Jr. of
California on a number of occasions at various locations used
illegal drugs. After conducting a complete investigation of
these allegations, we have determined that there is insufficient
admissible, credible evidence to support criminal charges against
former Representative Goldwater.

Since former Representative Goldwater no longer is a member
of the House of Representatives, we defer to your judgment
whether this is a matter which your Committee wishes to pursue
further. Although we have decided not to file criminal charges
in this matter, we believe that information developed during the
course of this investigation would be relevant to the House
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct in its investigation
of alleged illicit use or distribution of drugs by Members,
officers, or employees of the House. If the Committee wants to
review this matter, pursuant to the Department's agreement with
the House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, we will
make available to the Committee all nonprivileged materials
developed in our investigation of former Representative
Goldwater.

Please advise us how you wish to proceed. We are prepared
to furnish to you these materials immediately if you request
them. We can do so either directly upon request or at a mutually
convenient meeting. Please do not hesitate to contact us if
feel we may be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

Robert A. McConnell
Assistant Attorney General

28-290 O - 83 - 24
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INQL ¢ AND INVESTIGATION PURSUANT TO M. RLs. 12

U.S. House of Representatives

COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF

APPENDIX *“K*

0asgB ¥ momttwm YvAm
—
S B B@emsu B FYLIP atCTER

ABREFm & G e omd. M,
PR CheBl),

OFFICIAL CONDUCT
Washington, B.C. 20515

July 28, 1983
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL

Mr. Robert A. McConnell

Assistant Attorney General

Office of Legislative Affairs
United States Department of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20530

Dear Mr. McConnell:

Thank you for your letters of July 27, 1983
offering to make available to the Committee materials
developed in the Justice Department's investigations of
Representatives Ronald V. Dellums and Charles Wilson and
former Representative Barry Goldwater, Jr.

I have asked Hamilton P. Pox, III, Associate
Special Counsel, to contact you to make arrangements for
transmitting these materials to the Committee. Mr. Fox
will be in touch with you shortly.
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_— APPENDIX “L"
Qs SVENES GO0 Gupemman IRNIIRY AND INVESTIGATION PURSUANT TO N. RES. 0
:::':_: s, . oo -n-_t:-“
T, U.S. THouse of Representatibes e
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF aPivog-ieonty
OFFICIAL CONDUCT

Wastington, B.C. 20515

September 14, 1983

The Honorable Willian French Smith
Attorney General of the United States
Main Justice Building

10th and Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20530

Dear Mr. Attorney General:

On July 27, 1983 Robert A. McConnell, Assistant Attormey
General for the Office of Legislative Affairs, sent me three
letters in which he offered to furnish "immediately"” to tha
Cormittee on Standards of Official Conduct '"all nonprivileged
materials developzad in the Justice.Department investigation”
of Representative Ronald V. Dellums, Representative Charles
Wilsoun, and former Representative Barry M. Goldwater, Jr. The
next day, in his letter of July 28, Chairman Louis Stokes
requested these materials in accordance with the agreement
betwveen the Committee and the Department.

After repeated contacts with the Justice Department, on
August 23, 1983 we received a memorandunm signed b{ John J.
Coleman, Chief Investigator, enclosing materials listed in his
covering memorandum concerning Representative Dellums. Despite
repeated inquiries, we have not received any materials concerning
Representative Wilson or former Representative Goldwatcr.

On behalf of the Committee, I am requesting that you transnit
the materials concerning Representative Charles Wilson and former
Representative Goldwater as soon as possible. In transmitting
those msterials, please indicate whether they are all the materials
concerning Messrs. Wilson and Goldwater or whether the Department
is withholding any materials to protect innocent third parties,
because it considers certain materials privileged, or for some
other reason. Similarly, we would appreciate written indication
vhether the materials concerning Representative Dellums which
Mr. Coleman transmitted on August 23 were all the materials the
Department has or whether any materials were withheld, and if
so, the reasons vhy the materials were withheld.

In fairness to the parties, it is imperative that ve
receive these materials as rapidly as possible. We are trying
to complete the Committee investigation and we cannot do so
wvithout revieving this material. Mr. Hamilcton P. Fox, III,
Associate Special Counsel to the Commizteec, is prepared to meet
vith whomever you designate to arrange {mmediate transfer of
the materials.

Sircerely,
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Lo ¢ remn. e, Gaemancs A _RY AND INVESTIGATION PURSUANT TO M. . 4. Q APPENDIX *M"
== U.S. Bouse of Representatives ———
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF =
OFFICIAL CONDUCT

Sastington, B.C. 20315
November 10, 1983

HAND DELIVERED

The Honorable William Prench Smith
Attorney General of the United States
Department of Justice

10th and Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20530

Dear Mr. Attorney General:

In three letters dated July 27, 1983, from Robert A.
McConnell to me, you offered to make available to the House
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct all nonprivileged
waterials developed in the Justice Department's investigation
of Representative Charles Wilson of Texas, Representative
Rouald V. vellums of California, and former Representative
Barry M. Goldwater, Jr. of California. 1In a separate letter,
dated July 7, 1985, C. Marshall Cain, Acting Assistant Attorney
General, stated that the Justice Department would furnish the
Special Counsel's staff with investigative material regarding
Representative Parren J. ‘Mitchell of Maryland.

Since then, we have rereived materials relating to
Representative Dellums on August 23, 1983 and on October 27,
1983; materials relating to Representative Mitchell on
October 20, 1983; materials relating to Representative Wilson
on Octobesr 20, 1983; and materials relating to former Repre-
sentative Goldwater on August 1, 1983 and October 27, 1983.
In addition, on October 27, 12813 we received materials re-
lating to Steve Cohen which also contain information re-
garding former Representative Goldwater. Copies of receipts
for these materials are enclosed.

It is our understanding that we have now received
all nonprivilegad msterials developed in the course of the
Justice Department's investigation of Representatives Wilson,
Dellums and Mitchell and formar Representative Goldwater.
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Page Two
Attorney General William Prench Smith
November 10, 1983

We also assume that the names transmitted {n Robert
NcConnell's April 28, 1983 letter constitute DEA's cdmplete list
of current and former Bouse employees °“whose activities as de-
termined by DEA's investigators, might warrant examination by
(this] Com=ittse.®

Since our investigation is ending, I am requesting your
written assurance for the Committee record that we now have re-
ceived all the materials referred to in the three letters dated
July 27, 1983, and all the materials referred to in the July 7,
1981 letter regarding Representative Mitchell.

In addition, I am requesting your written assurance
for the Committee record that the names transmitted in April,
1983 constitute DEA's complete list of current and former House
employees wvhose activities, as determined by DEA's investigators,
aight wvarrant examination by this Committee.

Sincerely,
Jo . Califano, Jr.
: 4 Counsel

Enclosures

cc: Robert A. ncConnollt
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RADIO-TV MONITORING SERVICE, INC.

3408 WISCONSIN AVENUE. N.W. <+ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20018 2<4-1901

PROCAAM, CATE:

JACK ANDERSON CONFIDENTIAL SATURDAY, JAN. 15, 1983

$TATON OR NETWORK TIME,

WJLA TELEVISION 7:30 PM, EST

ANDERSON CHARGES JUSTICE DEPT. COVER-UP

JACK ANDERSON: This is an update on a two year old
scandal, 1 learned two years ago that a drug ring was operating
under the Capitol dome. I learned that Members of Congress were
violating the drug laws that they helped to pass, so I arranged
with California Congressman Robert Dornan to provide a cover for
a narcotics agent. The agent, Detective Michael Hubbard, posed
as a member of Dornan's staff. He made contact with the people
I named, and infiltrated the drug ring. The investigation lasted
several months. In the end, he arrested the ringleaders and
siezed a quarter-million dollars worth of cocaine in their pos-
session. Some of the ringleaders were congressional aides. They

named their customers, including more than a dozen Members of
Congress.

Now this should have been the end of the story, but it
turned out to be merely the beginning. The Justice Department
showed no interest in embarrassing powerful Members of Congress.
Detective Michael Hubbard was pulled off the case, and threatened
for daring to investigate Members of Congress.

. Now I believe congressman should obey the laws they
Pass, so I named one of the alleged customers of the drug ring.
I r~-ported on this show that , then a
congressman, was secrétly taped by the Justice Depart-
ment discussing narcotics. This still didn't get the drug in-
vestigation off dead center, so I advised the undercover agent,
Detective Hubbard, to go public. He told his story to the press.

Now I want you to hear the latest development directly
from him. My acsociate, Jack Mitchell, interviewed him.
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MICHAEL HUBBARD (DETECTIVE): As we were developing in-
formation that specific Members of Congress may have been receiv-
ing and using narcotics, at that point I was told by the US Attorney
handling the case that we would not look into any allegations of
drug usage by Members of Congress or anyone else in this case.

JACK MITCHELL: Has your own career suffered because
you did your job in this case and pursued these drug allegations?

HUBBARD: I think an instance like this has a tendency
to send out a loud, clear message to any other investigator faced
with a similar scenario of what course of action would be in his
best career interests. That message, apparently, is: If an inves-
tigation is leading towards the Hill, it's time to stop.

ANDERSON: The outcome of the drug investigation is
still in doubt. 1I've learned from Justice Uepartment sources
that Detective Hubbard has been secretly subpoened to appear
before a federal Grand Jury. So the investigator has been sub-

poened, but the congressmen he investigated have not been sub-
poened.

I want to put the Justice Department on notice. My
associates, Indy Badhwar and Jack Mitchell, have been working
on this case with Detective Hubbard from the beginning two
years ago. ¥e know the names that have been covered up. If
the Justice Department does not reveal them, I will,
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APPENDIX "'P"

[:Aolo-'rv MONITORING SERVICE. INC.

3408 WISCONSIN AVENUL N. W, -~ WASHINGTON. O.C. 20018 -t- 244-100"

PROBGRAM: DATE:
NBC NIGHTLY NEWS THURSDAY, JULY 1, 1982

STATION OR NETWOAK: TIMK

NBC TELEVISION NETWORK 7:00 PM, EDT

FBI AND THE HOUSE INVESTIGATE DRUG USE AND SEX ON CAPITOL HILL

ROGER MUDD: The FBI and the House Ethics Committee
have launched inquiries into charges of illegal homosexuality
and drug use on Capitol Hill. Senate Majority Leader Howard
Baker said today, it's the last thing Congress needs, but the
only thing we can do is pursue it. Lisa Meyers has more.

LISA MEYERS: Undercover narcotics agents have been
posing as congressional aides for more than a year in an
attempt to penetrate a suspected cocaine ring on Capitol Hill.
A congressman who asked not to be identified told NBC News
that he agreed to provide cover and credentials for the agents,
to say they worked for him in this House office building.

A federal grand jury now is investigating allegations
that congressional employees, including teenage pages, deliv-
ered high quality cocaine to Capitol Hill customers including
members of Congress. Cocaine use by congressmen and pages
was among the allegations made to the FBI last week by a
16-year-old former page to Colorado's Patricia Schroeder. The
male page, who spent most of his time running errands around
the House floor, also claimed to have been sexually proposi-
tioned by a congressman. Another former page says he committed
a homosexual act with a congressman in the member's Watergate
apartment.

The FBl has launched a separate investigation into
whether certain congressmen traded official favors or drugs to
pages in return for sex. The chairman of the House Ethics
Committee also announced an investigation.

REP. LOUIS STOKES (D-OHIO): These are serious
charges, and the jurisdiction of this committee will be, fully
invoked to immediately and thoroughly investigate every aspect
of these charges.

MEYERS: Attorney General William French Smith and
FBI Director ¥illiam Webster met with Sen. Baker this afternoon.

Afterward Baker said, as far as I know there are no senators
involved.

In fact, sources said that direct tllegatibns of
possible sexual misconduct are limited thus far to two or
three congressmen, some of the same members whose names
have arisen in the drug investigation. High law enfOrcement
officials also say that there is no evidence of an organized
sex ring. Lisa Meyers, NBC News, at the Capitol.
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APPENDIX "Q"
RADIO-TV MONITORING SERVICE, INC.
3408 WISCONSIN AVENUE, N.W. L WASHINGTON. D.C 20016 oo 2441001
PROGRAM; OATE:
CBS EVENING NEWS MONDAY, JULY 5, 1982
STATION OAR NETWORK, TIME
CBS TELEVISION NETWORK 7:00 PM, EDT

NARCOTICS AGENTS USED REP. DORNAN'S OFFICE

DAN RATHER: More new disclosures tonight about alleged
cocaine trafficking among members of Congress and others in and
around Capitol Hill. John Ferugia now has some names and new
details connected with the widening investigation.

(FILM SHOWN)

JOHN FERUGIA: CBS News has learnmed that California
Republican Robert Dornan allowed narcotics agents to use his
office as a base for an undercover investigation of cocaine
trafficking in the Capitol Hill area.

Dornan says District of Columbia police and investigators
working for a newspaper columnist approached him in March of 1981
because they had evidence of cocaine trafficking in Capitol
Hill circles. Sources say the intelligence information from
the undercover operation led directly to the arrest at this
house in April of former congressional page Douglas Marshall
and two associates, Robert Finkel and Troy Todd.

Police say they were involved in selling cocaine on
Capitol Hill and doing business through a series of runners, who

delivered drugs to Capitol Hill offices, including those of
congressmen.

At least five of the suspected runners have been
subpoenaed. Sources say two have testified before the grand
jury. Sources also say the runners have told investigators that
they have personally delivered cocaine to the offices of about
a dozen congressmen. There is also a direct allegation of
delivery to at least one senator.

Dornan says he did not know who narcotics agents were
targeting, but felt because of his committee assignment, he had
.to become involved.

REP. ROBERT DORNAN (R-CA): And since I was a member
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of the Narcotics Committee, I felt I would be a phony, that it

would be the height of hypocrisy for me to be so outraged about
parcotic use in this country and then to turn down a legitimate
undercover operation that only wanted to credential themselves

or headquarter out of my office. So I said yes.

FERUGIA: Investigators have talked to rore than
2 dozen other suspected cocaine runners who work in the Capitol.
dore direct allegations involving deliveries to congressmen
have been made, but no additional subpoenas have been issued.

Congressman Dornan says if some of his colleagues
are users, they should be prosecuted.

DORNAN: When you are the passer of laws on other
people's conduct, you must be held to a much, much higher
standard -- and in this case, if there's any sweeping under the
rug of users, it's a disgrace and it just simply must not happen.

FERUGIA: Sources close to the investigation say
both local and federal investigators continue to interview
Capitol Hill employees. And as one source put it, this
investigation is getting hot, and it's also getting touchy. John
Ferugia, CBS News, Capitol Hill.
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APPENDIX "s"

The Associated Press, July 6, 1982
July 6, 1982, Tuesday, AN cycle
SECTION: Domestic Neuws

LENG6TH: 738 words
BYLINE: By TIN DOVEE, Assoclated Press Writer

DATELINE: OXLAMOMA CITY
KEYWORD: Congress -Cocaine

BODY:
Rep. Robert D. Dornan, who says he is participating in a Capitol Mill cocaine
investigation, said Tuesday that officials had found six or msore of his
colleagues were cocaine ° user-consusers. °

The California Republican, who was accomspanying Vice President 6eorge Bush on
a fung-raising trlt re, also said {n an interview with The Associated Press
that he knows who the House sesders are, but declined to identify them. Ne
called those involved ° user-consusers. ®

The Associated Press, July 6, 1982

“Sose of the lnvcstl?ators have talked of as sany as a half-dozen or more,"
gg;ga:azstg. °l was hoping as a sember of Congress (that) there wouldn't be

Earlier this year, Dornan, a2 sesber of the House Select Coasittee on
Narcotics Abuse and éontrol. agreed to a request from a joint federal-District
of Coluabia task force that an undercover narcotics agent work in hi1s office as
4 congressional aide.

Dornan said only he and two others in his offlce knew of the agent's
presence.

On Tuesday, federal Drug Enforcement Administration spokessan Bob Feldkamp

s,ld 'Thg DEA did not have any undercover aacnt in Congresssan Dornan's
of file.® yndicated columnist Jack Anderson Nas reported the agent was a D.C.

police officer.
Dornan said he felt he becase involved because of his committee assignaent.
“Since 1 was a sember of the narcotics cossjttee it would be the height of

hypocrisy for se to de so outraged about narcotics use in the country and then
to turn down a legitimate undercover operation that only santed to credential
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themselves or headquarter out of sy office," he told CBS Monday night.

Last April, former congresslonal page Douglas Marshal and two others
robert Finkel and Troy Todd, were arrested and charged with drug traffxckfng in

connection with the investigation.

The original char?es against the three of distributing cocaine were dropped
since requirements of the Speedy Trial Act were not met, Connie Belifiore, a
spokeswoman in the U.S. attorney's office in Washington, said Tuesday. She added
that despite the charges being dropped, the cases were handed over<to a grand

ury.

*These three ... are the subject of a grand jury investigation," she added.
‘That's all that's being presented to the grand jury at this time.®

Dornan said the investigation began in March 1981, and initially examined
cocaine sales and use by congressional employees. Later, he added, the names

of House members surfaced.

Dornan said information collected by investigators has been given to a grand
jury in the District of Columbia.

The Associated Press, July &, 1982

Last month, the AP reparted that Finkel said he supplied cocaine to one
assistant Capitol Hill doorkeeper, at least one Senate gage and an employee in
e congressional office. Accoralng to sources, Finkel was cooperating with
the grand jury and had identified people he claims to have supplied with
cocaine.

CBS reported that police said a series of runners had delivered drugs to
(apitol Hill offices, lncludina those of congressmen. At least five of the
suspected runners have been subpoenaed, CBS said.

The network added that the runners told investigators they have delivered
cocaine to offices of about a dozen congressmen. There is also an allegation
of delivery to at least one senator, CBS said.

However, Senate Majority Leader Howard Baker of Tennessee told reporters
luesday, “As of the moment, there are no allegations that I am aware of against
iny ?enate page, any Senate sember or Senate staffer. Right now, it's a House
problem."”

Dornan said Anderson recomsmsended that investigators approach him for help.

The Associated Press, July &, 1982

"Jack Anderson's office felt that I was trustworthy, and they also had
tndeavored to h!lg this task force (of DEA agents and District of Columbia
plice officers),” Dornan said.

"You are the passer of laws,” he sajd speaking of Congress members. “"You
wst be held to a much, such hlghcr standard. In this case {f there is any
leeping under the rug of users it Is a disgrace and simply msust not happen."

Also Tuesday, Capitol Police Chief James Powell said a subpoena from the

rand jury for his department's records concerning drug use on Capitol Hill had
ken withdrawn because he has agreed to supply thg U.S? attorney's office with

shatever inforsation prosecutors want from his files.

"The U.S. attorney's office is welcome to any files we have. We would rather
villingly cooperate," Powell said.
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At leas! six coazresumea have been Un-
covered by investigalors as ~user-corsum-
er3™ of cocaine, accordiag 10 Rep. Rnbent D.
Dormas.(R., Calif.). who declined (o identily
them. Dornan aiso conflrraed (hat he at
lowed an undercover aarcoties agent to use
hls office during Lhe (nquiry.
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1982 (P.A-4)

Wednesday, July 7,

THE WASHINGTON POST
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Serious allegations involving the ‘'sale and use of
controlled substances by Members of Congress and Congressional
staff bave come to my attention as a result of an official
investigation the D.C. Metropolitan Police Department and

the Drug Enforcement Agency.
allegations and the role of the Narcotics Committee,

Due to the seriousness of the

1 feel

it to be essential that our Committee cobnduct oversight
bearings into these allegations.

1 bave been briefed on a confidential basis by investi-

gators close to this case.

I was originally approached to -

participate in tbis investigation by two staff reporters,

Mr. Jack Mitchell and Mr.
syndicated columnist Jack Anderson in March of 1981.

Indy Badbwar from the office of

They

had access to informants and investigators involved in this

inquiry.

To stress the the far-reaching consequences of this in-
vestigation ]I would like to summarize the progress of the probe

to this point.

I was asked to cooperate with an investigation

into the alleged use of cocaine by a number of Congressional

employees.

I agreed, and oo April 19, 1982, after a 12-month

investigation, ¥Washington residents Douglas Marshall, Troy
Todd and Robert Finkel were arrested, and a large quantity of

high-quality cocaine was seized by the police.

From a series of

interviews following this arrest it became apparent that Hill
enployees and possibly Members of Congress were involved io the
illegal distribution and use of narcotics.

1 feel there is every reason to continue this investigation
regardless of the fact tbat Members of Congress might be in-

volved.

It would be the beight of bhypocrisy if we were to



T uge I'wo

. July 7, 1982.

stand back from this volatile issue because of the potential
political overtones. However, the prosecutors from the Major
Crimes Branch, U.S. District Court of the Department of Justice
apparently feel otherwise, according to the briefing’. given to me.
They have indicated that it is their policy not to prosecute
users. This baffles me. The VWashington police are actively
involved in arresting purchasers of lesser controlled substances
on the streets of Washington, D.C. and these cases are prosecuted.

gThe intelligence gathered through the time period leading up
to the three arrests of the D.C. cocaine distridbutors bave un-
covered names of nine Members of Congress (each named by at least
three sources) and at least balf a dozen others bave surfaced.
Thbe nine Members listed by investigative sources noumber three
Congressmen from California, one Congressman from New York, one
Congressman from Massachusetts, one Congressman from a State
in D.C. metropolitan area, one Senator and two former Congress-
men. As of this writing a pumber of Congressional employees
bave been subpoenaed in conjunction with this investigation.

Additionally, I have been told that the names of two Nembers
of Congress mentioned above have been brought up in connection

with an FBl investigation cooncerning. alleged homosexual activities
with Copgressional pages.

1 have been informed that the Capitol Hill police bave con-
ducted an investigation on drug/sexual activities oo Capitol
Bill. I called Chief of Police James M. Powell last week and asked
about the evidence which might have been uncovered. 1 would
strongly suggest that we use a Congressional subpoena demanding
all the evidentiary material that his offices bave collected
for use in our hearings.

Mr. Chairman, it is unfortumate that we have this type of
activity taking place anywhere in the United States. But it
is unconscionable that Miembers of the United States Congress,
entrusted to enact the laws of our nation, flagrantly abuse them
and then, not be held accountable for their actions. VWe must
abide by a higher law than the average citizen and I feel the
Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control should make every
effort to see a full and proper accounting is made.

Sincerely,

ROBERT . DORNAN
MEMBER OF CONGRESS

RXD/hh
cc: Honorable Thomas Railsback
Ranking Minority Nember
Select Committee oo Narcotics Abuse and Control
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wp1 U/-07-82 10:11 sead  JACK ANDERSON EXCERPTS FROM ABC 'GOOD MORNING,AMERICA
19 -07-82 02:37 ped Wednesday, July 7, 1982

EDITORS: The following special release is in addition to your
reqular Anderson columns.
for Immediate Release (Distributed 7-7-82)

UNITED Feature Syndicate
JACK ANDERSON

SPECIAL RELEASE

Pressure mount to drop
probe of Hill cocaine ring
8y JACK ANDERSON

WASHINGTON _ More than 15 members of Congress were customers of a
cocaine ring that operated on Capitol Hill, the ringleaders have told
narcotics agents. Nine of the accused legislators have been identified
by at least three drug peddlers. .

Witnesses have given testimony before a federal grand jury, but the
prosetutors are under political pressure to drop the investigation.
Their excuse is that the Justice Department has a policy of prosecuting
pushgs but not users.

IMormants told cy staff of the illegal drug operation 15 months
ago. They said it was run by congressional aides under the noses of the
men and women who had passed the drug laws. Narcotics had been delivered
directly to congressional offices, they alleged.

But proof was needed. My staff put the informants together with
undercover investigators. Then we arranged with Rep. Robert Dornan,
RCalif., a member of the House Narcotics Committee, to provide a cover
for the agents.

They succeeded in penetrating the congressional narcotics ring. A
year later, they raided the home of a Washington attorney and arrested
three ringleaders. They also seized a stash of cocaine worth at least
uso.m.

Under intensive interrogation, the pushers (one a former page)
began spilling names. Their information has been scrutinized and
presented to a federal grand jury.

Meanwhile, a2 preliminary report on the investigation, stamped
“Personal and Confidential,” has been submitted by Dornan to the
Narcotics Committee. “1 was originally approached to participate in
this 1nvestigation,” the letter states, “by two staff reporters, Mr.
vack Mitchell and Mr. Indy Badhwar from the office of syndicated
columnist Jack Anderson in March of 1981. They had access to informants
ind investigators involved in this inquiry.

“To stress the far-reaching consequences of this investigation,”
Oornan’s letter continues, 1 would like to summarize the progress of
the probe to this point. | was asked to cooperate with an investigation
1nto the alleged use of cocaine by a number of congressional employees.
| agreed, and on April 19, 1982, after a 12-month investigation,
Washington residents Douglas Marshall, Troy Todd and Robert Finkel were
irrested, and a large quantity of high-quality cocaine was seized by the
police.

“From a series of interviews following this arrest, it beceme
ipparent that Hill employees and possibly Members of Congress were
involved in the i1legal distribution and use of narcotics. | feel there
1S every reason to continue this investigation regardless of the fact
that Members of Congress might be involved.

“1t would be the height of hypocrisy,” declares Dornan, “if we
were to stand back from this volatile issue because of the potential
political overtones. However, the prosecutors from the Major Crimes
Branch, U.S. District Court of the Department of Justice, apparently
feel otherwise, according to the briefing given to me. They have
indicated that it is their policy not to prosecute users. This baffles
° ...°

The confidential letter lists nine members of Congress “each
named by at least three sources® _ and reports “at least half a dozen
others have surfaced.” Of the nine, three are from California, one from
Kew York, one from Massachusetts, and one from Maryland. Two are former
congressmen; only one is a senator.

Two of the congressmen identified as cocaine customers, Dornan
reports, are also implicated in “an FBl investigation concerning
a11eged homosexua)l activities with congressional pages.”

The letter calls for congressional hearings, with use of subpoenas
to get any °“evidentiary material® that might be held back. Copyright,
1982, by United Feature Syndicate, Inc. END-HMGSPECIAL-7-7-82

APPENDIX "'W"



Teddy named in Capitol

SEVERAL ourvest aad
tormer membere of Con-
mn“luludlu such aa-

a8 Gea u-u‘ Kcuo‘y
+(D-Masa) and ex-Re
Basvy Ocléwaler Jr. (R-
Cal), stand accused of
vioV ‘‘ag he sarcotics °

la= lhey Dhave

um-ll«lbonuJu.

Those wha esuld %
seached flor comment

hn vigerously Gulo‘
the charges

§ have Laswsn the
aames for more thaa &
sar Bt have withheld
I nem for lach of swore
testimony. | discovered
the Co ol dope riag
and arvanged oCosgres-
sloaal cover for & aarcol-
jcs ogent whe worked

]

. source has Iadicated the -

Nfw vou m WEONESDAY, APRR ‘D2, 1%

e m‘"", .?.‘;:"'"M“‘ By JACK ANDERSON

ach Mite

T™he ve.’ . purehased llnu the) ocribed a8 “oulrs doalal of wroagdolng dbut
Ih»ui‘.““‘ u‘” . Glatribution u‘:.llu‘ His deughter also & Ic‘- has refused requasts for
" hreak the tUon,” it stated odly bought druge trom &alaterview.

ﬂl& Now the sames have
arrested (he  allaged [ o0q presentod Lo & fed-

. riagleaders and selsed a
quansr-miilics dollare w“‘h): ’c.:y:."l‘l.

worth of eocaine. The

tos. 1a the ol
:::m “‘m cases, Iacrimilaatilag ovi-
and dence of lavolvemeat
s ey Toaa hedte LSt poviiod s
- Y., vestigators by at least

* were busted LUt bave * |Im \aformants:
aow bees extradited : o Kennedy has bose
Aa lavesstigalive ‘oﬂ‘ identifNed by laformanty .
meat dated July ) 1083 s 000 dthom nag's
samed Lhe Alne lJeglsla- -uu: mere
tors. "More (han oaa camen quoud the
mluuum the 2o~
‘ausallon was “absolutely
uafouaded, ualrus and
_unlw.‘ He, was de

tollewing members of
Congress may be usisg
coalrolied  pubstances

s member of the sarcol-
ice ring and pald with 8
check A spokeamps sald

o Rep Roaald Dellums
‘(DCal) has boes ao

the daughler was ashed moay of hasla
about the allegalion and caloe ea e floor uno
replied that “she had ne House Ou witasss

rmlloetlu ol any ml

~ 0 &Idvum was ua-
- petly taped dlscussin
aarcotics with a feder
aformest samed Devos
Dupres, who b now s
the Justice Depl wilness Laped concrullot
otection program. Of-" Dellums has angrily
clala, asveartheless, denled he chargea
bave recommended o Ex- lloga Fred Rich-
agaiast loa. ; mood (D-N.V.) la serv-
Goldwater hag lasued & fiag Ume (a (lederal

sgalnst him, ex-House
employe Robert T. Yesh,
 has besa sentsaced W0 &
.year ia prison. Vesh's
statements l-pllnuu

Dollu:"r;cn

ecused In swore mu-'

clu former
membere of m songres-
slonal stall have 0ld &
federal grend jury that
he had ashed (hem o

buy druges for him.

o Ex-Rep Joha Burtos
(‘D&L). who was
laforman
re Ild. o Ood,
dldat baow them AN
haow 18 -IAI 1vead la

the papenn”

one suspect

gefused o tumy belore
the grand jury. “Tve
nm eves sampled .
marijuana, 80¢ bees ap- |

. lnp s
u‘ 088 OOV

| dreg pmbe

a uarelated .nubd tos .:.\'a,.rm

chases)
the loast bo based a
tact,” Vas Deerlia swore.

. @ Also samed by threo
or moete laformantis
wers Rep Charles Wil
son (D-Ten), Rep Gerry
Bludds (D-Mase) aad
Rep Purren Mitghall
({D-M4.). Bacept lor (he

slatemenls the In-

formanta, hero I8 8o
svidenoe

-unluulm

Both the grand m
n‘ the House
Committes pave heard

secrel lestimony Ideatl-.
fylng more thas a score -

of mlcl 7] the
‘o’o’ e P rua by M
and Mare I.

ux " XIQNSAJV

06¢



391

P rietary to the Uniteo Press International 1983
roprietary APPENDIX

January 11, 1983, Tuesday, AM cycle

SECTION: Mashington News

LEN6TH: 391 words

EADLINE: Inforsant says he testified on hososexual ring
ITLINE: By PATRICIA KOZA

JATELINE: WASHINGTON

EYWORD: Congressex

BODY:
An inforsant said Tucsnazosc gave secret testimsony to an investigator for
the House ethics committee about an alleged homosexual ring invalving Capitol

Will aides.

Proprietary to the United Press International, January 11, 1983

The witness, sho asked not to be i1dentified, told Unjteg Press International
e tescified secretly Monday to an investigator fros the staff of special
counsel Joseph Califano.

He said no eesbers of Congress were i1nvalved in the alleged ring as far as he
inew, DUt 1t did i1nvolve congressional aides and operated out of the Senate side
of the Capitol.

Califano, former secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, was appointed by
the House ethics panel last July 13 to head a staff of about zﬁlgeople to
investigate charges of hososexuality and drug use on Capitol Hill.

The committee announced in December it found no evidence Of narcotics or
roagsexual activity among seaders of Cangress, but said two investigations were
wontinuing. One was a drug case 1nvolving Captitol Hill employees ana the other

isex matter.

The account given UPI by the Inforsant paralleled information carried earlier
¥ ''The Deep Backgrounder,'' an 1nvest123 ive publication that deals with
wsosexual activity in the nation's capital

Proprietary to the United Press International, January 11, 1983

He salg he worked at some hososexual night spots frequented Oy two
wngressional aides and they told his of 1ts aperation '‘out of the Senate
sige.'' Ashed 1f any sesbers of Congress were involved in the ring, he replied,

"Just aides. '’

Pnil Fox, Califano's assoclate special counsel, refused to confirm Or deny
the witness had testified.

‘‘Nobody 1S going to talk to you on anything that relates to cossittee
Nsiness,'' he said.

NBC reported last week that a federal grand jury had resumsed an investigation
of 3alleged drug use on Capitol H1ll and heard testimsony aboul cocaine use Just
%f the floor of the House. Justice Department officlals confirmed the i1nquiry
it1l1 was open and declined further cosaent.

But michael Wubbard, a District of Columbia police detective whOo worked on
the case tn 1ts initial stages, told UPI last weeh the Capitol Hill
Nvestigation was halted at the very tise i1t should have concentrated on charges
ngressaen were involved.

Proprietary to the United Press International, January 11, 1983

, _Hubbard said it could have gone On to involve at least 3 dozen mespers of
ongress, but prosecutors did Aot want to press charges against sespers for

sleply using ssall asgunts of Orugs.
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D.C. Detectwg |
Paymg Pnce for

Doing Job Well

ﬁu-themdaeopwhom
blacklisted for doing his job too well
The cop is Michael Hubbard, s

Woshmgton. DC.. pohee deuctxvn '

"with solid experience. in’ narcotics
"and organized crime investigations.
He was one of 500 applicants for ?A
__coveted jobs at the Emnronmeq

~ Protection Agency's_office of crim-.

malenfommentlntyw—andm .

‘told confidentially that, ho was
" among the top candidales. .

.The jobs were recently filled—af- .
ter a congressional panel accused the ~-
EPA of dragging its feet. But Hub- -

bard's namse was not on the list.” = ™

Why? Simple enough: Hubbard
was he stubborn bird dog ‘who -
tracked a cocaine ring through the

halls of Congress, to the in
. high places. Two alleged ringleaders ~

are being extradiled from Australia

for quuhom “sbout their big- nhot
IEnpnol Al .

The Justice Deparunent. nlmdy
smarting over criticism of its ques-
tionable behavior in the Abscam op--
eration, has shown reluctance to pur-
sue yet another investigation of con-
gressional wrongdoers. So the de- °
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partment has been judiciously leak-
mgﬂonutotheeﬂeathttheen-

~ caine-ip-Congress scandal is really

nothmg to get excited about.

This is nonsense, of course. If the
llwmaken who prochlm outrage at
" narcotics sbuse themselves indulge
in iNegal drugs, the public is entitled
to see them prosecuted to the fullest
aunl of the laws they have passed.

Here's  what Hubbard, "who.

worked closely with my associates:

Jack Mitchell and lndy Badlwm.-
* managed to .ccompl:sh:

@ Arrest of the cocaine ring s_thm
alleged leaders, one of .whora has
- been cooperating with a grand jury

o Seizure of: 8250000 worth o(
‘eownt RS

o Recorded mdenc: that then-

ep. Barry M. Goldwater Jr (R-.
Clllf ) discussed narcotics. | - -

¢ Evidence from three witnesses -..

that Rep. Ronald V. Dellums (D-
Cdnf)purchnednllegnldrup et
. OEvﬂmmmstoummemben
ofCon;rs.mdudmgntlustom
check used to pay for drugs. _:

OSwomusumonybefore.gnnd

jury and' tbn House Ednu Comunt.~ )

m, e

Thau a pretty u:npreswe ncord
. for amy investigator. But ‘mn the
'Justics Department's timidity in ‘the
whole Capitol Hill drug scandal, the
last thing the officials wanted was to
.reward a cop who played such an
important role in naﬂm; eongru
sional cocaine

R B

“So Hubbard, the veteran - .
gator, was blacklisted. Alread; :-;
ferred within the Washington »
department and given the dew
pression that he was out of fz: -
his successful purtuit of i~
high places, Hubbard has nos 4
informally—but effectively—%;-
from a job where his talents -
uncover more embarrassme::
government officials.

* In documents filed in s fo::

* court suit, Hubbard said he s :

thet he had become & “poliia
potato.” And an EPA offca

. chael Brown, was quoted -
- court document as saying T
- thing we need here is 2 quy +-

going to smear his face w.1h -

flage paint, put a knife in b= s
and infiltrate under cover o ¢

“ness to a hazardous waste s:22’

- This backhanded tnbute « *

_bard's professional skill was « -

mented by the alleged aclcx o
other EPA official, Peter E~
‘head of the criminal er! :»-
- office and the man who w..:

- Hubbard's boss. Accordng &
court documents, Beewon ¢

subordinates to classify H.ti:t

. *unqualified apd unsu.zie

EPA, and to ignore hs =
record and the veteran's pre't1
law in considering his spp.a’.1

Footnote: Beeson and B3
ferred all questions to an EPA 4
sel who did not retum sever |
phone calla




~

398

MAere e savegr 08
asure ¢ gouné.l A, A,

uawe ¢ (963 ol Fmacmen INQUIRY AND INVESTISATION PURSUANT TO K. ACS. It e a
-y U.». MHouse of Representatibes ————
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF Mnremn ez
OFFICIAL CONDUCT
lashingten, D.C. 20318 APPENDIX aa

° t
d
October 19, 1983 :

David J. Branson, Esgq.
White & Case

1747 Pennsylvania Avenue
Washingcon, D.C. 20006

Dear Mr. Braason:

On July 13, 1982 the Rouse of Representatives adopted
House Resolution 518 which authorizes the Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct to carry out an investigation of, inter
alia, 1llicit use or distridbution of drugs by Members, oflicers,
or employees of the House; and

This investigation was authorized by cthe House in cthe
98th Congress in House Resolution 12, on January 3, 1983. The
Commictee appointed me as Special Counsel to conduct this
investigation.

In the course of our investigation, wve have reviewed a
number of articles wricten b{ your client, Jack Anderson which
state that Mr. Anderson and his associates, Jack Mitchell and
Indy Badhwar, have knowledge relating to the illicit use or
distribution of drugs by drugs by Members, officers or exzployecs
of the House of Representatives. .

For example, on April 11, 1983 Mr. Anderson wrote that his
associates obtained evidence from three vitnesses that a Member
of the House "purchased illegal drugs.” On April 27, 1983, Mr.
Anderson vrote that with respect to eight Members of the House,
"incriminating evidence of involvenent {in using and purchasing
controlled subdstances) has been provided to investigators by at
least three informants.” On July 7, 1982, on "Good Mormning
America®™ Mr. Anderson stated that:

More than 15 Members of Congress vere customers
of a cocaine ttng that operated on Capitol Hill,
the ringleaders have told narcotics agents. Nine
of the accused legislactors have been identified
by at least three drug peddlers.



David J. Branson, Esq.
October 19, 1983
Page Two

.
r

In addition we have sworn testimony that Mr. Mitchell and Mr,
Badhwar provided Detective Michael Hubbard of the Metropolitan
Police Department with names of employees and Members of the
House who allegedly used or purchased illict drugs. -

= Since the Committee has charged me with the responsibility
to conduct a thorough investigation, Hamilton P. Fox III of my
office requested in July that Messrs. Anderson, Mitchell, and
Badhwar provide us with any information that they have con-
cerning the illicit use or distribution of drugs by Members,
officers or employees of the House. Initially your clients were
wiling to cooperate and you indicated to Mr. Fox that the infor-
mation which they had was not based on confidential sources.

A meeting was scheduled between Mr. Fox, Mr. Anderson, Mr.
Micchell, Mr. Badhwar, and yourself. You cancelled the meeting,
however, and subsequently notified Mr. Fox that Mr. Mitchell aad
Mr. Badhwar were not willing to meet and that Mr. Anderson was
willing to discuss his knowledge only in a public session of
the Committee.

We are aware of the delicacy of the relationship between
any government investigation and the press, but I believe it is
important that we seek the cooperation of the press where repcrters
-= as in the case of Messrs. Anderson, Mitchell, and Badhwar --
indicate that they have information relevant to our investigatio-.
1 believe that their cooperation with our efforts will be consis-
tent with their responsibilities as members of the press.

Consequeatly, the Committee is inviting the testimony of
Jack Anderson, Jack Mitchell, and Indy Badhwar. Their depositions
are scheduled for November 2, 1983 at 9:30 A.M. (Mitchell),
10:30 A.M. (Badhwar), and 11:30 A.M. (Anderson). As with all
other depositions the Committee has taken pursuant to the Con-
mittee's Rules, the depositions will be taken in executive sess.::
to protect against potential damage to individuals which could
result from making making public allegations that have not been
investigated and verified by the Committee.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

;bh A. Cflifano, Jr.
Special C09.3e1 :

Enclosures
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Joseph A. Califano, 83q.

Special Counsel, and

Ramilton P. Pox III, 8sq.

Deputy Special Counsel

Committee on Standards of Officlial Conduct
United States House of Representatives
washingtoa, D.C. 20818

Re: Congressman Charles N. Wilson of Texas
Dear Sirs:

On October 6, 1903, Congressman Wilson gave his
deposition before the Honorable Nick Rahall for use by you and
your staff in investigation and consideration of allegations of
use of controlled substances. At the conclusion of the
deposition, I requested an opportunity to propose to you and the
Committes a suitadle method for concluding consideration of those
allegations.

As noted at the deposition, we have submitted a detailed
memorandum on this matter, wvhich I respectfully incocporate dy
cefecence.

As that submission and our presentation at the
deposition demonstrate, the allegations were never significant
enough to wvarrant the attention they have been given. If they
had not been so bDroadly reported during the Department of Justice
investigation, the most suitadble approach would be to close the
matter in executive session without comment or report. The wide
public dissemination of the allegations and the Justice
Department’'s pudlication of its referral to the Committee
require, however, we believe, a pudblic statement on behalf of the
House which puts the matter to rest without further sensation.



396

Accordingly, we submit the following for your
consideration: t
Following published reports of illicit drug use
in Congress and the Committee's appointment ©f the
Special Counsel, local and national news media
reported allegations that a Congressman had used
controlled substances in several different cities
on different occasions three years ago. Over the
next nine months, the Congressman endured a torrent
of sensational media reports and speculation. Many
of those reports were erroneous, particularly those
which stated that he was the prime suspect in an
investigation of drugs on Capitol Hill.

After extensive investigation, including
interviews with witnesses and examination of
many documents, the Special Counsel and his staff
have thoroughly considered the allegations against
the Congressman; and the Special Counsel's
recommendation has been reported to the Committee.
The Committee accepts his recommendation.

The allegations against the Congressman
originated with a shrewd con-man who was convicted
of the federal felony of interstate fraud on the
strength of the Congressman's evidence. During the
investigation and prosecution of that case, the
con-man threatened to make public charges against
his swindled victims, including the Congressman.
Recognizing that he was the chief witness against
him, the con-man also tried to intimidate the
Congressman through a friend and then to buy his
non=-cooperation. When the Congressman flatly
refused, the con-man pled guilty and was sent to
prison. His allegations surfaced in the media
after his release from prison in October 1982.

All of the allegations against the Congressman
related to times and places which were wholly
removed {n substance and circumstance from the
offices, business, duties and responsibilities of
the Congress. On July 27, 1983, following an
extensive investigation over more than nine months,
the Department of Justice advised the Committee
that it had concluded that there is insufficient
credible evidence to warrant further attention to
the matter. The Committee has examined the
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materials developed by the Department of Justice,
together with additional information and materials
developed by the Special Counsel, and it conturs in
the Department's view of the evidence.

Considering all of these factors, it is clear to
the Committee that the Congressman has not behaved
in any manner which would reflect adversely on the
House of Representatives, nor has he otherwise
breached any of the House Rules of Official
Conduct. Accordingly, the Committee has directed
that the matter be closed.

As I have indicated to Mr. Fox, I would appreciate
discussing with you any recommendations which. you may consider
for the Committee with respect to the substantive conclusion of
this matter and the Committee's public treatment of it. I am
available at your convenience.

‘Stuart F. Pierson
Counsel for
Charles N. Wilson of Texas

28-290 0 - 83 - 26



398

APPENDIX "CC"
LAW OFFICES
TicarR & Burroxe
A FROFLINOMAL CORFORATION
MICHALRL L. CAR * 1302 m STRALIT. N. & [N I RNV
SAMULL A BUPFONE NITE o
IO L PRIVITERA SAIMINCTON D C. 70038 107N act
AMANDA C JRARLL mr-uoo
v

April S, 1983

HBonorable Louis Stokes

Chairman, Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct

2360 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Chairman Stokes:

We represent Representative Por.ald Dellums in
regard to the preliminary inquiry being conductea by the
staff of your committee. Although aware of our right under
the Committee's Rules of Procedure to submit ®°, . . a state-
ment respecting the allegations with respect to which the
inquiry is being held® (Rule 11(2)(A)), this letter is not
such a “statement” beyond Representative Dellum's unequivocal
denial of the vague allegations. We shall submit a fuller
statement addressing these allegations when the Committee and
its staff have responded to this letter.

As you know, we have only the most vague and
general statement concerning “information . . . provided
under ocath".. We request the following:

1. A copy of all such information, and any notes,
menmoranda, and transcripts thereof;

2. The precise dates and places at which the
alleged events are said to have occurred, and the identities
of the persons.allegedly present;

P ;

. 3. The §ltent to which the Comnittee's
*information” is based upon allegations of conduct attributed
to Congressman Dellums, but actually done by persons
purportedly claiming to act on his behalf;

4. The circumstances under which any informant
provided {nformation, to the extent that such circumstances
may indicate a motive to falsify; and-
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Honorable Louis Stokes
April S, 1983
Page Two

S. Any information in the possession’of the
Committee or its staff concerning use by any informant of
mind-altering substances such as alcohol and narcotics.

When we have had an opportunity to review these
materials, we would request a meeting with the Committee
staff, and if necessary with the Committee, to discuss ways _
in which we may confront and counter the specifics thus
provided. .

Obviously, we make this request with substantial
support in the rules and prior procedures of the Committee.
The Committee says it has “information . . . under oath".
Under such circumstances, Rule 10 of the Committee Rules of
Procedure seems to require that the Committee proceed by
evaluating such.information to determine whether it meets the
legal sufficiency reguirements of a "complaint®. If such
standards are met, Subsection a(3) of Rule 10 envisions that
the complaint shall be available for inspection by the
Member. . ) .. -

We do not believe that the procedural protections
of Rule 10 can be evaded by denominating information received
"under cath® as mere "evidence" within the meaning of Rule
13, thereby denying to the Member specific information
concerning allegations of misconduct.

The need for specificity is especially great in
this case because these unsubstantiated and false charges
have been leaked to the press in clear violation of scmeone's
duty, and have commanded national attention. If Razresenta-
tive Dellums is to have the fair opportunity guaranteed under
Rule 11(a) to confront these charges in the preliminary
inquiry, he must have the information he seeks.

. /f-.

: f'r'he staff may contend that since the Committee
Rules give an accused Member rights to a bill of particulars
(Rule 12(a)(4)), to inspect tangible evidence (Rule 18), and
to inspect exculpatory information (Rule 19) at stages subse-
quent to a “preliminary inquiry,® therefore Representative
Dellums has no such rights at this juncture. No provision of
Rule 1! denies a target of such allegations such rights
during a "preliminary inquiry".
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‘Honorable Louis Stokes
April 5, 1983
Page Three

Three years ago, the Committee conducted an inquiry
concerning voting, the detailed records of which are probably
still under seal but are available to the Committee. This
firm represented a Member at that time. We were informed of
the precise dates on which conduct was said to have occurred,
were given the details of the Committee's investigation and
the allegations growing out of it, and were finally permitted
the opportunity to confront and cross-examine the ®“accuser”
in an executive session. : That session ended with a clear
demonstration that the allegations were baseless; the entire
procedure was accomplished without serious harm to the inter-
ests of the Member and with scrupulous regard to the
Committee's proper performance of its functions.

wbihavc a special need for the information we seek
because the Department of Justice has refused to disclose
details of its investigation.

We trust that the Committee's staff will quickly
provide us with the information we seek. If the staff is
reluctant, we urgently request the right to put our request
to the Committee, to argue it in executive session, and to
have the Committee vote.

We have a second concern.

The resolution recites certain charges, alteit
vaguely. On talking with attorneys who have rerrzesented some
among our client's staff, it is apparent that the investiga-
tion is ranging far afield from the charges with which we
have been furnished and beyond the Committee's la=ful powers.
We are informed that Committee staff, in initiating this
investigation, have interrogated numerous House eaployees as
to their (and our client's) personal and social lives. We
find no support in the Rules of the Committee or the House
for the pfopositioh™that an inquiry under Rule 11(a) or Rule
13 of the Committee's Rules of Procedure may be a basis for
subjecting a Member (or staff) to a limitless inquisition
finto the whole sphere of private, family and social life.
Good reason is immediately evident why this cannot be the
case, especially in the matter of a complaint based on infor-
mation from the Executive. A Mémber politically disfavored
by the Executive could thus be targetad through criminal
charges in the Committee, publicly assaulted with leaked
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Bonorable Louis Stokes
April S, 1983
Page Four

allegations (whether leaked from the Zxecutive branch or from
the Committee Staff), and then immobilized by an onslaught of
teams of investigators eagerly concerning themselves with
every detail of the Member's (or staff's) private life.
Further leaks of potentially damaging gossip could then be
culled from any such dragnet investigation. A political
offensive against a Member could thus be carried out through
the staff of a Committee of the House. We suggest that the
above applies to the instant case. We further suggest that
such abuse is not merely an excess of discretion unwisely
left to the staff, but is wholly outslde the Committee's
authority.-

The scope of the Committee's jurisdiction is to be
found in clause 4(e)(1) of Rule X of the Rules of the Rouse
of Representatives, pursuant to which the Committee has
authority "to investigate any alleged violation, by a Member,
officer or employee of the House of Representatives, of the
Code of Official Conduct or of any law, rule, regulation, or
other standard of conduct applicable to the conduct of such
Member, officer, or emplovee in the performance of his duties
or the discharge of his responsibilities. . . ." Compare
Russell v. United States, 363 U.S. 749 (1962); watkins v.
United States, 354 U.S. 178 (1957). Bluntly, the Committee
staff has no authority to investigate possible crimes by
"Menber, officer, or employee” outside “the performance of
his duties or the discharge of his responsibilities.” Allega-
tions have been made. The staff has been directed to inves-
tigate those allegations. Instead, its investigation has
probed into every corner of a Member's (and his staff's)
private life. The Committee's rules governing the “"prelim-
inary inquiry”® state: 11(a)(l) ". . .the Committee shall
conduct a preliminary inquiry to determine whether such
violation occurred.” - The charges furnished to us set the

undaries, for thestaff's investigation; we believe these
boundaries should be respected and request a meeting to
discuss.this matter.

We thank you for your attention to thi; letter.

Respectfully,

Michael E. Tiga
MET/cnw

cc: Joseph A. Califano, Jr.
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April S5, 1983

Honorable Louis Stokes

Chairman, Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct

2360 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, D. C. 2051S

Dear Chairman Stokes:

We represent John Apperson in connection with the

preliminary inquiry being concucted by the staff of your
Committee. We are aware of Mr. Apperson's right to submit
a statement respecting the allegations which are the subject
of the Committee's inquiry. (Rule 11(2) (A)) Mr. Apperson
denies the vague and equivocal allegations brought acainst
him but expressly reserves the right to submit a comprehens:ive
response, after it is shown that this Committce has juris-
diction over Mr. Apperson and after he has been provided with
a statement of the charges which is sufficiently specific to
preserve his constitutional right to due process of law.
For the reasons set forth below, we respectfully submit that
this Cormittee should address the critical issues of juris-
diction and the vaqueness of the complaint before requiring
Mr. Appexson to respond tormdlly to the allegations against
him.

A. Jurisdictional and Investigative Abuses.

Scrupulous observance of the rules setting out this
Committee's jurisdiction is the only effective safeguard
against the terrible abuses which might be wrought through
a misuse of the Committee's investigative powers. Thus, we
request, at the earliest feasible date, a meeting with the
Committee to discuss the issue of jurisdiction.

Our concern about the Committee's jurisdiction stens
from the vagueness of the charges against Mr. Apperson and the
actions of some of the Committee's investigators. This Com-
mittee has authority "to investigate any alleged violation by
a Member, officer or employee of the House of Reprcsentatives,
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of the Code of Official Conduct or of any law, rﬁle, regula-
tion or other standard of conduct applicable to the conduct

of his duties or the discharge of his responsibilities ..."
Clause 4(e) (1), Rule X of the Rules of the House of Represen-
tatives. The investigative authority of the Committee does
not, however, extend to possible crimes committed by a lMcmber,
officer, or employee ocutside the performance of his dutles or
discharge of his responsibilities.

Notwithstanding the vagueness of the statement of
the charges against Mr. Apperson, it is readily apparent that
the conduct complained of was not committed in the course or
performance of Mr. Apperson's duties as an employee of the
House. The absence of any factual allegations to the effect
that the alleged misconduct by Mr. Apperson occurred in the
course of the performance of Mr. Apperson's official duties
raises questions not only about this Committee's lack of
jurisdiction but also raises the spectre of investigative
abuses.

Further evidence confirming potential investigative
abuses has been garnered from discussions with counsel for
other targets of the Committee's investigation. As Mr.
Tigar, counsel for Representative Dellums observes in his
letter to this Committee, it is apparent that investigators
are ranging far afield from the vague charges contained in
the complaint, thereby threatening a limitless inquisition
into the whole sphere of the private family and social lives
of House Members and employees.

The Committee's Rules, specifically, Rule 10(a) (4) (B),
permits the Committee to disniiss a complaint if it fails to
state an offense over which the Committee has jurisdiction.

We respectfully request a ruling on this issue now before Mr.
Apperson's reputation is sullied in the course of an investi-
gation beyond this Committee's jurisdiction.

B. Vagqueness and a Meaningful Right to Reply.

As noted above, the vagueness of the allegations in
the complaint create serious questions about this Committee's
jursidiction. In addition, the vagueness of the charges de-
prives Mr. Apperson of any meaningful opportunity to confront
the charges against him and renders the complaint legally
insufficient.
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The requirement of a legally sufficient complaint
may be found in Rules 9 and 10 of the Committee;s Rules. The
import of Rules 9(a) (3) and 9(a) (4) is that thescomplaint must
not only state the nature of the alleged violation but state
the facts giving rise to the alleged violation. , Rule 10 re-
quires the staff of the Committee to review all complaints to
ascertain whether such complaints have becen drafted in ac-
cordance with Rule 9 and empowers the staff to reject any
complaints which do not meet the requirements of Rule 9.

Rule 10(a) (4) (B), moreover, permits the Committee to reject
a complaint on the same grounds, notwithstanding prior favor-
able review by the staff. Thus, implicit in Rule 10(a) (4) (B)
is a right to seek review of the sufficiency of the complaint
prior to the initiation of proceedings under Rules 11 and 12.
The wisdom of Rule 10(a) (4) (B) is readily apparent for it
spares an accused the ignominy of having to answer baseless
charges.

A meeting to determine the sufficiency of the
complaint is clearly warranted in the instant case. Requiring
clarification of the charges against Mr. Apperson may well
show these charges to be spurious and spare him the need to
respond to them. Furthermore, because false and unsubstanti-
ated charges have been leaked to the press, a definite and
specific statement of the charges is necessary to sccure Hr.
:pperson a fair opportunity to respond to the charges against

im.

C. Discovery Requests.

As Mr. Tigar notes, the Rules of the Commmittee do
not bar the Committee from furnishing an accused with a bill
of particulars and the opporgtunity to inspect tangible evidence
and exculpatory evidence prior to the preliminary investigation
stage. Indeed, on a previous occasion involving an inquiry
into voting, this Committee provided an individual represented
by Mr. Tigar with details of the Committee's investigation and
the opportunity to confront and cross-examine his accuser in
an executive session. As Mr. Tigar notes in his letter, the
results of this arrangement were most salutary, for the in-
vestigation ended with a clear demonstration that the allega-
tions were baseless and the entire proceeding was accomplished
without harm to the interests of the Member and with scrupulous
regard for the Committee's proper performance of its functions.

Accordingly, we respectfully request that the
Committee provide us with the following information concerning
the charges against Mr. Apperson:
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1. With respect to the "information pfovided under
oath"” in support of the charges against Mr. Apperson, we re-
spectfully request a copy of all such information, and a copy
of all notes, memoranda and transcripts thereof;

2. The precise dates and places at which the
alleged events are said to have occurred and the identities
of the persons allegedly present;

3. The extent to which the Committee's "information”
is based upon allegations of conduct attributed to Mr.
Apperson, but actually done by persons purportedly claiming
to act on his behalf;

4. The circumstances under which any informant
provided information, to the extent th: t such circumstances
may indicate a motive to falsify; and

S. Any information in the possession of the Committee
or its staff concerning use by any informant of mind-altering
substances such as alcohol and narcotics.

Conclusion

In summary, we respectfully request an opportunity
to discuss with the Committee its authority to investigate Mr.
Apperson. We also request a more definite statement of the
charges against Mr. Apperson as well as the opportunity to
review the evidence upon which the charges are based and to
confront Mr. Apperson's accusers. We further request that
the above-mentioned relief be granted before he is compelled
to file a formal response under Rule 11l(a) (2) (A). We submit
that such relief should be granted to prevent Mr. Apperson and
the House of Representatzves from being indelibly stained as
the result of the airing of spurious and unsubstantiated
charges of wrongdoing at a formal hearing.

Yours truly,

felart b

MICHAEL KENNEDY, ESQ
MICHAEL XENNEDY, P.C.

148 East 78th Street

New York, New York 10021
(212) 737-0400

Attorneys for John Apperson

€c: Joseph A. Califano, Jr.



406

.?:.::__ MOt  AND INVESTIGATION FURSUANT TO M. RTS. :'-::,:':.3:“
ST ©.5. BHouse of Representatibes ————
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF e S~
OFFICIAL CONDUCT
Washingten, B.C. 20515 APPENDIX “EE"
May 19, 1983 °

g:lehacl L. Tigar, Kaq.
. 13.: and Buffone

‘1302 18cth Street, N.W,
Suice 601

Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Mr. Tigar:

By letters of April S, 1983 and April 14, 1983, you wrote to
the Committee on Standards of O0fficial Conduct raising certain
issues on behalf of your client, Representative Ronald V. Dellums,
who {s the respondent ‘in a prelisinary {» quiry voted by this
Committee on March 15, 1983.

Hamilton P. Fox, 111, asssociate special counsel to the
Comnittee, met with you on April 20, 1983 to discuss the
fssues you had raised. Om May 5, 1983 the Committee met in
executive session to consider the ifssues raised in those letters.
Then, on May 9, 1983, Representative Dellums vrote to the Com-
sittee and asked to appear before the Committee. Pursuant to
the provisons of Rule 11 of the Committee's Rules, Representcative
Dellums appeared before the Committee on May 18, 1983. Both
lnrr.lcntlttvc Dellums and you, as counsel to Representative
Dellums, made presenctations to the Committees.

The purpose of this letter i{s to respond to the issues you
raised in your letters of April 3 and April 14, as further ampli-
fled by the presentations made to the Committee at its meeting
of n.’ “. 1983.

At the outset, let us emphasize that the Committee shares
Representative Dellums’ desire that the investigation of matters
identified in the Committee's notice of preliminary 1n’nlry be
completed as expeditiocusly as possible. The Committee‘s Special
Counsel has been -- and remains -- committed to that gosl. Of
course, achieving this goal depends on whether vitnesses cooperate
fn c:podlttnf these matters. Yor example, three members of Repre-
sentative Dellum’'s congressional staff, who were recently deposed,
refused to ansver certain questions tcicvnnt to the Committee's
investigation. Procedural delays injected by vitnesses could
affect cur ability to sove quickly. Nonetheless, both the
Tommittee and the Special Counsel have made it & high priority
to complete our work as promptly as possibdle.
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Representative Dellums and you made three specific requests
of the Committee. First, you requested that the Committee furnish
you certain discovery. As a purely legal matter and as the notice
of preliminary inquiry indicated, the Coumittee is proceeding
under Rules 11 and 13, which set forth the procedures to be
followed in inquiries instituted at the Committee's {nitiative.
Neither rule provides for discovery at this stage of the process.

The Committee wants to assure that Representative Dellums
has been treated fairly in this matter. But, even if the Conm-
sittee vere free to disregard its rules, discovery at this stage
{s constrained by several factors. First and most {mportantly,
the investigation is still in {ts preliminary stages, and the
Committee has not completed accumulating information and evidence
to vhich it may prove useful to have you respond. Second, the
accuracy of the Committee's final judgment might be seriously
questioned if it were learned that the Committee informed the
subject of an investigation of its evidence while the investi-
gation was still in {ts early stages. Third, we have not given
the type of discovery you request at this stage of the proceedings
to any other persons o are the subjects of preliminary inquiries.

Therefore, the Committee has concluded that your request
for discovery is premature at this point and cannot be granted.
The Committee would be willing to reconsider your request for
discovery later in the proceedings when the Committee has com-
pleted further investigative work.

Second, you have raised questions about the scope of the Com-
sittee’s investigation. The Committee has firmly concluded that
neither it nor its Special Counsel {s inquiring into matters
outside of the Committee's jurjsdiction. The Committee's con-
clusion in this regard rests on the clear language of H.Res. 518,
97th Congress, and H.Res. 12, 98th Congress. In this connection
ve welcome your assertion at the meeting that, "We are not chal-
lenging the Committee's jurisdiction in any manner.” (Transcript,
P. 15).

But it may help you and Representative Dellums {f we
clarify our view of our responsibilities at the investigative
itage. The Coumittee seeks to investigate and reach conclusions
regarding the specific allegations set out in the notice of pre-
liainary inquiry. In addition, the Committee's investigation
trequires that we seek all potentially relevant evidence -- as
vell as all information (hearsay or otherwise) that might lead
to relevant evidence. The Conmittee believes it has a duty
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to conduct a thorough investigation. Indeed, Mr.iDellums indi-
cated in his statement to the Committee that he scught exoner-
ation. In that case it is clearly in his best interest -- as it
would be in the best interest of anyone in a similer position --
as vell as the Committee's best interest to have the Committee
couduct an exhaustive and meticulous investigation.

The Committee and its staff are sensitive to the concerns
of privacy, and the Committee and the Special Counsel have instruc-
ted the staff to mininize the inevitable intrusions into private
lives. The Committee believes that it must inquire, at least at
the {nvestigative stage, about any evidence of crimes that fall
within H.Res. 12 and H.Res. 518. Specifically, the Committee
intends to inquire about {llicit use and distribution of drugs
off Capitol Hill, particularly as those inquiries may lead to
evidence of use or distribution on Capitol Hill.

Finally, the Committee and its Special Counsel share your
concern about unauthorized disclosures to the news media.
Throughout our tenure, ve have made clear that we would not
be party to any Committee inquiries that leaked information.
The Committee and the Special Counsel have consistently sought
to assure that the Comnittee's investigative work remained
confidential. We are confident that none of the leaks have come
from the Committee or from its staff, and the Conmittee has
‘chosen not to initiate an investigation into the leaks.

rcly.

uis Stokes
Chairaan

Floy . Spcnc:
Ran Minority Member
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September 16, 1981

Michael E. Tigar, Esq.
1302 18th Street, N.W.
Suite 601

Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Mr. Tigar:

The Committee on Standards of Official Conduct has previously
informed your client, Representative Ronald V. Dellums, that his
name has come to the Committee's attention in connection with
matters being investigated by the Special Counsel's office, pursuant
to House Resolution 518 of the 97th Congress and House Rssolution
12 of the 98th Congress.

In that connection, Chairman Stokes and Representative Floyd
Spence, the Ranking Minority Member, have authorized me to reguest
Representative Ronald V. Dellums' deposition. This deposition
would be conducted in executive session. Representative Dellums
would have the right to represantation by counsel. If your client
is willing to be deposed, please contact Hamilton P. Fox, III,
Associate Special Counsel, to arrange a mutually convenient date.
If he is not willing to be deposed, we would appreciate your-
informing us of that decision in writing.

Copies of House Resolutionf 518 and 12, the Rules of the
Committee, and the pertinent portions of the House Rules are
enclosed. If you have any questions about this matter or the
scheduling arrangements, would you please contact Mr. Fox at
(202)225-8891.

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.

Enclosures
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ichael Kennedy, Esq.
148 East 78th Street
Mew York, Mew York 10021

Dear Mr. Kennedy:

The Committee on Standards of Official Conduct has previously
informed your client, John C. Apperson, that his name has come to
the Committee's attention in connection with matters being investi-
gated by the Special Counsel's Office, pursuant to House Resolution
518 of the 97th Congress and House Resolution 12 of the 98th
Congress.

In that connection, Chairman Stokes and Representative Floyd
Spence, the Ranking Minority Member, have authorized me to request
John C. Apperson's depositon. This deposition would be conducted
in executive session. Mr. Apperson would have the right to
zepresentation by counsel. If your client is willing to be deposed,
please contact Hamilton P. Pox, III, Associate Special Counsel, to
arrange a mutually convenient date. If he is not willing to be
deposed, we would appreciate your informing us of that decision in
writing. .

Copies of Bouse Resolutions 518 and 12, the Rules of the
Committee, and the pertinent portions of the House Rules are enclosed.
If you have any questions about this matter or the scheduling arrange-
ments, would you please contact Mr. Fox at (202)225-8891.

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,

Joseph A. Califano, Jr.
Special Counsel

Enclosures
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October 3, 1983

Joseph A. Califano, Jr., Esq.

Special Counsel

United States House of Representatives
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 2051S

Dear Mr. Califano:

: By letter dated September 16, 1983, to
Michael Tigar, you requested on behalf of Chairman
Stokes and Representative Floyd Spence that my client
Representative Ronald V. Dellums appear for a deposi-
tion before the Committee. Mr. Dellums is willing
to appear for a deposition subject to the following
conditions.

Mr. Dellums was notified on March 15, 1983,
that a resolution had been passed by the Comnittee
authorizing a preliminary inquiry into the matters set
forth in the resolution. In the nearly seven months
since the resolution your Committee has conducted a
wide-ranging investigation of Mr. Dellums and his
congressional staff far beyond the parameters of the
resolution. In particular, the Committee has expended
a considerable amount of time and resources investiga-
ting possible use of marijuana by employees of Repre-
sentative Dellums wholly unrelated to any official
capacity or function.

We have previously raised with you our con-
cerns about this abuse of the Committee's jurisdiction.
By letter dated May 19, 1983, Chairman Stokes and
Representative Spence responded to these concerns and
others articulated in prior communication with the
Committee staff. The letter indicated that the Committee
viewed its task as investigating and reaching conclusions
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regarding the specific allegations set out in the notice
of preliminary inquiry. A request by Representative
Dellums for discovery and additional information regard-
ing the allegations contained in the resolution was
denied as premature. It was noted at that point that the
investigation was in its preliminary stages and that the
request for discovery could be considered at a later
point.

Although we were surprised to learn that the
investigation was still in its preliminary stages in May
we are hopeful that it has now progressed to the point
where our discovery request is ripe.

Accordingly, we renew our request for particu-
lars regarding specific allegations contained in the
resolution and for discovery as outlined in ocur previous
communication with Committee staff.

In the event that these issues can be resolved,
Mr. Dellums is prepared to submit to a deposition limited
to the areas of inquiry defined in the resolution authori-
zing a preliminary inquiry forwarded to him on March 15,
1983.

If you would like to discuss these matters
further or arrange for a mutually convenient date for
the conduct of the deposition subject to these limita-
tions, please contact the undersigned.

Yours tgruly,

Samuel J. Buffone

SJB:js
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Octdaber 27, 1983

Samuel Buffone, Esquire
Tigar & Buffone

Offices
1302 18th Street, N.W,
Suite 601
Washington, D.C. 20036

Re: Rep. Ronald Dellums
Dear Mr. Buffone:

This letter is to confirm our agreement with respect
to the testimony of Rep. Ronald Dellums.

The Special Counsel’'s office has agreed to seek from
the Committee permission to disclose to you the materials
which it has accumulated which tend to inculpate your client
with respect to the matter specified in the Notice of Prelimi-
nary Inquiry. We shall seek this permission at the Cormittee
meeting now scheduled for. November 2, 1983. Assuming that
the Conmittee grants us permission to disclose the materials,
ve will make them available to you promptly. Rep. Dellums
has agreed that he will then testify at a deposition about the
subject matter of the preliminary inquiry. This deposition
will occur at 10:00 A.M. on November 8, 1983.

Very truly yours,

Wpmiltsn P o,z

Hamilton P. Fox, IIX
Associate Special Counsel

28-290 0 - 83 - 27
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November 10, 19813

Honorable Louis B. Stokes

Chairman

Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct

U0.S. Bouse of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 2051S

Dear Chairman Stokes:

On March 15, 1983, I was informed that a resolution
had been passed by the Committee authorizing a preliminary
inquiry into allegations of the purchase and use of drugs by
myself and a member of my staff., On May 18, 1983, I per-
sonally appeared before the full Committee and expressed my
views regarding the investigation and the Notice of Prelimin-
ary Inquiry. At that time I denied before the Committee the
allegations wvhich were leveled against me in the Notice of
Preliminary Inquiry.

On September 16, 1983, I was notified by Special
Counsel to the Committee that you and Representative Ployd
Spence had authorized Special Counsel to request my deposi-
tion. '

On October 3, 1983, my lawyer notified Special
Counsel that I would consent to a deposition if the Committee
first provided me with discove of materials that it
believed to be inculpatory nndr¥£ the deposition were limited
to the areas specified in the Notice of Preliminary Inquiry.
By letter dated October 27, 1983, Special Counsel agreed to
these conditions and a preliminary date was set for the
deposition.
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On November 3, 1983, my attorney was provided with
access to the Ethics Committee file of materials deemed to be

inculpatory.

I have now had an opportunity to review with my
attorneys the assertions upon which the Committee is appar-
ently basing its inquiry. Based upon this review I have come
to the conclusion that no useful purpose would be served by
sy deposition.

The facts available to the Committee which have
been disclosed to my attorneys and represented as the sole
incriminatory facts that the Committee is relying upon do not
deserve to be dignified by the formality of a deposition.

I fully and unequivocally deny each and every
allegation in the Notice of Preliminary Inquiry and each and
every allegation of impropriety contained in the notarized
statement of Robert Yesh and the depositions of

and disclosed to my counsel. For
purposes of clarity and to forestall any assertion that this
denial is not complete, I would like to specifically deny
each of these allegations. I have carefully read and
reviewed the allegations contained in the Notice of Prelimin-
ary Inquiry delivered to me on March 15, 1983. I deny each
and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1, 2, 3, and 4
of that document.

Regarding the deposition of » I at no
time have used or possessed cocaine in the locker room of the
Capitol Hill gymnasium. I specifically deny that I used
cocaine during the incident described by .

Regarding the deposition of » I at no
time have ever used marijuana or any other drug in the
presence of any Congressional page. I specifically.deny the
allegations that I used drugs with or in the presence of
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Regarding the six page statement dated March 4,
1983, bearing the signature of Robert Yesh, I deny that
during 1979 or 1980 I purchased or received marijuana or
cocaine from Mr. Yesh. I deny that I ever had discussions
regarding the use of marijuana with Mr. Yesh or that I
requested that he provide me with marijauna. I deny the
allegations contained at page 2 of Mr. Yesh's statement that
he provided me with marijuana in the Cloak Room of the United
States House of Representatives and that I paid him thrity-
five dollars in return for the marijuana. I deny the remain-
ing allegations at page 2 that Mr. Yesh delivered marijuana
to me on one or two other occasions in the BHouse of Represen-
tatives Cloak Room or any other location. Indeed, I deny
that {n 1979 or in 1980 I had any discussions with Mr. Yesh
regarding drugs.

I deny the allegation contained at page 3 of the
Yesh statement that in 1980 I asked him if there was any
cocaine available or discussed cocaine with him at all. I
deny that Mr. Yesh delivered any cocaine to me or that I paid
him for any cocaine.

I deny the allegations at page 4 of the Yesh state-
ment that I engaged in any other cocaine transactions with
Mr. Yesh. I deny that he delivered cocaine to me on the
floor of the House of Representatives. I deny the allega-
tions at pages 4 and 5 that I discussed cocaine with Mr. Yesh
and arranged to use cocaine with him and Mr. Apperson in my
office. I deny that the incident alleged to have occurred in
the bathroom of my Congressional office involving Mr. Yesh,
Mr. Apperson and myself occurred.

I deny all remaining allegations including the
allegation that in 1982 I twice approached Yesh in the Cloak
Room and asked for cocaine. I at no time in 1982 or at any
other time dicussed cocaine with Mr. Yesh or purchases any
cocaine from him.
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I believe that these denials should be sufficient
for the Committee's purposes. If I have failed to address
any other fact that the Committee believes to be inculpatory,
please contact my counsel and I will arrange to issue a
formal written statement regarding any such allegations to

you.

I will not take a great deal of space here to
characterize the statements of the witnesses whose testimony
and statements I have denied above. Mr. Yesh's various
versions are in hopeless confusion and are self-contra-
dictory; his credibility cannot be sustained. Committee
counsel has already told my counsel that they have concluded
that the and statements are unworthy of
serious consideration. 1I concur.

Should the Committee believe that an oral deposi-
tion is necessary, please let me know and I will, of course,

consider the matter anew. I trust, however, that -this matter
can now be closed.

Yours truly,

Ll f il —

Ronald V. Dellums
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I have read the foregoing letter and under penalty

of perjury state that the contents thereof are true.

Subacribed to before me this
day of November, 1983.
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November 12, 1983

Michael E. Tigar, Esq.
1302 18ch Street, N.W.
Suite 601

Washington, D. C. 20036

Dear Mr. Tigar:

This is in rcsgonao to Representative Ronald Dellums'
letter of November 10, 1983 to Chairman Stokes and to your tele-
phone conversation with Mr. Fox, Associate Special Counsel.

In my letter of September 16, on behalf of Chairman.
Stokes and rank minority member Spence, I wrote to you offering
your client Representative Dellums an opportunity to be deposed in
connection with the Committee's investigation. In a letter of
October 3, your colleague indicated that Representative Dellums
vas prepared to be deposed, if we provided certain materials to
him. We have provided those materials, and a deposition was
scheduled for 10:00 a.m. on November 8, 1983. That date was
changed on two subsequent occasions to suit the convenience
of Representative Dellums.

Representative Dellums has now elected to proceed by
a written letter with an accompanying attestation. In the letter,
Representative Dellums indicated that, should the Committee believe
an oral deposition is necassary, "please let me know and I will,
/pf course, consider the matter anev.'

Whether Representative Dellums testifies at a deposition
is entirely his decision. It has been the practice of the Com-
mictee, over the years, not to require targets of investigations
to testi in depositions. Instead, the Committee has merely
offered t opportunity and left the matter up to the individual
involved; so Reprasentative Dellums has every right to choose the
course he has selected.

Sincerely

osfph A. .alif Je.
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September 22, 1983

Hamilton P. Pox, 11X, Esq.

Associate Special Counsel

Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct

United States House of
Represantatives

Waghington, D. C. 20518

Re: John Apperson
Dear Mxr. Pox:

I am in Teceipt of the Committee's letter dated
September 11, 1983. Mr. Apperson will give a deposition
to the Committee provided the following conditjons are met:

Pirst, Mr. Apperson requests the opportunity to
review, prior to his deposition, tape recordings of his con-
versations with Robert C. Yesh. Mr. Yesh met with Mr.
Apperson in person on one occasion and apparently was wear-
ing a concealed microphone. We also suspect that Mr. Yesh
probably recorded his telephone calls. Mr. Apperson also
requests the opportunity to examine any transcripts or writ-
ten summaries of these conversations.

Second, Mr. Apperson requests that he be provided
with copies of the written summaries of his interview with
an agent of the Drug Enforcement Administration.

Third, Mrx. Apperson requests that this Committee
provide him with either (a) copies of his grand jury testi-
mony or (b) a statement in writing that the Committee has
not been permitted to review his grand jury testimony. As
we agreed in our telephone conversation yesterday, Rule 6
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure precludes the
disclosure of Mr. Apperson’'s grand jury testimony. However,
reports in the news media to the effect that the Justice
Department was turning over to the Committee evidence devel-
oped in the course of the investigation raises some questions
about the Justice Department's willingness to abide by the
strictures of Rule 6.
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Fourth, Mr. Apperson reserves the right to register
. appropriate objections during the course of the deposition.
¥hile Mr. Apperson is willing to assist the Committee in its
investigation, he is not willing to waive either his consti-
tutional rights to privacy and liberty or his rights under
the first amendment. We are confident, however, that ques-
tions may be framed in a manner which will satisfy the Com-
aittee and Mr. Apperson, and we will rely upon the good faith
and expertise of the attorneys conducting the deposition to
resolve any problems which may arise.

If the Coomittee finds our requests reasonable,
please telephone me, and we will select a date for Mr.
Apperson’s deposition.

Yours truly,

MICHAEL KENNEDY, P.C.

¢cc: Mr. John Apperson
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September 30, 1983

Joseph Calluori, Esquire

Law Offices of Michael Kennedy, P.C.
148 East 78th Street

New York, New York 10021

Dear Mr. Calluori:
I am responding to your letter of September 22, 1983.

First, let me repeat what I explained to you in our
telephone conversation last week. The Committee has not
received any grand jury transcripts, including the transcript
of Mr. John Apperson's testimony, from the Department of
Justice. The Department's offer, as reported in the press,
to turn over materials did not include grand jury or other
privileged materials.

Second, at a meeting on September 29, 1983 the Committee
voted to make available for inspection to Mr. Apperson and his
attorneys the materials it has received from the.Department of
Justice which reflect statements made by Mr. Apperson. These
materials include all tape recordings of Mr. Apperson and the
Drug Enforcement Agency's memorandum of interview with
Mr. Apperson. We will make these materials available in our
offices for you and Mr. Apperson to review.

. Third, I am not quite sure howv to take your last point
concerning Mr. Apperson’'s rights to privacy and liberty and his
rights under the First Amendment. The Committee has previously
.expressed its belief that it must inquire into illicit use and
distribution of drugs off Capitol Rill in a letter to ;
Representative Ronald Dellums from Chairman Louis Stokes and
Representative Floyd Spence which Mr. Joseph Califano conveyed
to Mr. Michael Kennedy in a letter last May. You should under-
stand that the Comrittee views such matters as within its
legitimate area of inquiry and would expect Mr. Apperson to
respond to questions about them.

I shall telephone you next week to arrange 2z date for
you to review the materials and for Mr. Apperson's Yeposition.

Very truly yours,

oo G, =

Hamilton P. Fox IIIX
Associate Special Counsel
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March 24, 1983

Bonorable Louis Stokes

Chairman

Cosmittee on Standards of
official Conduct

Fouse of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

On March 10, 1983, Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA)
Supervisory Special Agents John J. Coleman, Michael J. Campbell and
Dale W. Schuitema met wich House Ethics Committee Associate Special
Counsel Hamilton P. Fox, Il1I, and Chief Investigator Gerald T.
McQueen to discuss a wutual exchange of data regarding allegations
of drug abuse by employees of the House of Representatives.
Accordingly, as a result of this seeting, DEA has agreed to provide
a list of those employees (present and former). of .the House whose
nanes have surfaced during the course of theiDEA Capitol Hill drug
investigation.- This list, comprising 78 names, is attached hereto
for subaission to the Commictee. .

It should be noted that the accompanying list represents both
rav and processed data. In some instances, after careful review of
the raw data, {investigators have been unable.to corroborate or
otherwise substantiate the basis for continuing a‘particular inquiry.
Also, in several instances, raw data or {initial allegations of
vrongdoing have been discounted entirely in the light of further
evidence. When viewing this lisc, therefore, it should be understood
that alleged individual involvement varies in great degree as does
the overall quality of evidence on hand to support any such
involvement that might be considered illegal. It is anticipated cthat
after additional review and discussions betwveen the Conmittee's
investigators and DEA, the final list of those. employees against
vhos there will be substantiated findings of wrongdoing will be
considerably shortened.

Robert A. McConnell
Assiscant Attorney Ceneral

Attachnent
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Robert A. McConnell, Esq.
Assistant Attorney General
U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Legislative Affairs
Washington, D.C. 20530 -

Dear ¥r. McConnell:

This is in response to your letter of March 24, 1983 to
Chairman Louis Stokes of the Cormittee on Standards of Official -
Conduct. Your letter enclosed a list of present and former
employees of the House 'wvhose names have surfaced during the
course of the DEA Capitol Hill drug investigation."

N -

" Your letter states that "the list represents -both raw and
processed data. In some instances, after cajeful review of the
" raw data, investigators have been unable to torroborate or
otherwvise substantiate the basis for continuing a particular
inquiry. Also, in several instances, raw data or initial
allegations of wrongdoing have been discounted entirely in the
light of further evidence. %hen viewing this list, therefore,.
it should be understood that alleged individual involvement
varies in great degree as does the overall quality of evidence
on hand to support any such involvement that might be considered
illegal. It is anticipated that after additional review and
discussions between the Committee’s investigators and DEA, the
final list of those employees against whom there will be sub-
stantiated findings of wrongdoing will be considerably shortened.”

I an deeply concerned that the list you transmitted
contains names of individuals where investigators have been
“unable to corroborate or otherwise substantiate the basis for
continuing a particular inquiry,” as well as the names of
individuals where "rawv data or initial allegations of wrong-
doing have been discounted entirely in the light of further
evidence."” According to your letter, the list also contains
- the names of individuals concerning whom you have gathered
evidence of improper conduct during the course of your
investigation.
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1 believe that there is a serious danger of harming
innocent people when the names. of individuals against whom you
have no evidence are combined in the same list with individuals
_sbout whom you do have evidence of wrongdoing. This is’
particularly true when the list is characterized as "a 1list of
those employees (present and former) of the House whose names
bave surfaced during the course of the DEA Capitol Hill drug
investigation."” .

Because of these concerns -- which I am sure you share --
1 an returning your letter and the list attached to it to you.
I have asked Mr. Fox and Mr. McQueen to arrange a meeting with
the appropriate DEA investigators in order to obtain any infor-
pmation the Department may have with respect to members, officers
or employees of the House who may be involved in activities
vithin the scope of H. Res. 12. I hope that you will carefully
review with Messrs; Fox and McQueen whatever information the
Department may have that might warrant investigation by this
Comnittee or the Justice Department within the .scope of our
respective jurisdictions. )

Sincerely,

Joseph A. Califano, Jr. -
Special Counsel

Enclosure
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April 28, 1983

Mr. Joseph A. Califano, Jr.

Special Counsel

Connittee on Standards of
Official Conduct

House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Califano:

This i{s in response to your letter of March 29, 1983 to me
with which you returned a list of present and former employees of
the House whose names have surfaced during the course of the DEA
Capitol Hill drug investigatiom. S

In your letter you expressed concern that the list of names
included those wvwhose alleged individual {involvement varied in
great degree and that, in some instances, allegations of wrongdoing
had been discounted entirely and inquiries dijgcontinued.

The list in question wvas provided as a result of a meeting
on March 10, 1983 between investigators of the Drug Enforcement
Adoinistration and your counsel, Hamilton P. Fox, 111 and your
chief investigator, Gerald T. McQueen. As you will recall, such
a meeting wvas deemed desirable when you and Mr. Fox met with
representatives of the Department of Justice at DEA headquarters
on March 4, 1983. At the March 10 wmeeting, it was agreed that
DEA would produce exactly what was forwarded with my letter of
March 24, 1983, namely, a 1list of current and former House
enployees vhose names had surfaced in the DEA investigation of
drug abuse on Capitol Rill. It was further agreed that the list
would be used to compare the names with data {n the files of the
Coumjittee and {in those cases where names uwatched those in the
Committee's files, arrangments would be made for a more complete
exchange of data. - .

The identical concerns vhich you raised in your letter were

discussed dy the participants in the March 10 meeting and it was
agreed by both sides that the list provided by DEA would be all-

inclusive. This procedure was deemed necessary to deternmine if.

your files contained any corroborating information on individuals
which was not available to DEA. It 1is a common practice in
conducting joint investigations to cowmpare “raw” data in cthis
manner to deterumine i¥ a second source (or another investigative
agency) is possessed of information which could corroborate an
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sllegation which otherwise wmight be considered unfounded or
unsubstantiated. By use of this procedure, it was decided that
in the absence of any corroborating information in the Counittee's
files, many persons whose names had been raised in the DEA investi-
gation could be eliminated from any further examination. Due to
the importance of the investigation, it was deemed necessary by
sll representatives at the March 10 meeting -- yours as well as
ours -- that there was a need to adequately resolve every reported
allegation of wrongdoing. As you stated on December 14, 1982,
“Every allegation put forward has been and will be pursued to
;he point where we conclude that there is no basis for it in
aCC ¢ o o o. '

You may be assured that we share your concern for conducting
s seticulous and thorough investigation. We also share your
desire that such an investigation be conducted in strict confidence
5o as to protect the privacy and rights of all concerned parties.

It vas for this reason that .both sets of representatives at
the March 10 meeting agreed that the DEA 1list of names would be
bandled on a highly confidential basi{s and ‘consistent with our
vritten agreement of October 15, 1982. In accordance with these
security procedures, DEA produced only two fopies of the lisc,
:ne ogthi:fh was hand-carried to Mr. Fox and the second remained
na 8 C. R

Pursuant to the suggestion contained i{in your letter, DEA has
prepared a list of those current and former House employees whose
sctivities as determined by DEA's {investigators wuwight warrant
exanination by your Committee. Not included are the names of
persons vhose employment, current or former, by the House could
pot be confirmed on the basis of information which is presentcly
wailable to DEA. Based on the concerns expressed in your letter
of March 29, the list also onits the names of those persons
igainst vhom there vere allegacions for which there i{s little or
2o corroboration in the DEA files. .

By furnishing this information to the Committee as well as
by furnishing any supportive documentation or evidence which
sight be delivered later, the Departnent of Justice does not
relinquish its option or suthority to proceed judicially against
myone whose behavior may have violated federal law. The Depart-
tent's position is and shall be that any action taken by the
Coun{ttee on the basis of DEA's information will be taken inde-
pendently and will not be considered nor construed to have been
taken in lieu of judicial prosecution.

We are prepared to furnish you the revised list immediately
and ve can do so either directly upon request or at a mutually
convenient meeting.. Further, we velcome the opportunity to
:iscuu other arrangements concerning the names on the revised

st, ‘ :

-

Sincerely

Robert A. McConnell
Assistant Attorney General

O






